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Nez Perce Tribe Correspondence

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe

Mr. James E. Rasmussen, U.S. Department of Energy
December 9, 2002

Tank Closure Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe

Ms. Mary Beth Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy

March 12, 2003

Response to Comments on the Proposed Scope of the “Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of
Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site”

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Mr. Mike Sobotta, Ms. Vera Sonneck, and Dr. Rico Cruz,
Nez Perce Tribe

Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

August 12, 2003

Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review (see page C—173)

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe

Mr. Joel Hebdon, U.S. Department of Energy

September 3, 2003

Cultural Resources Review (CRR) of “Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank
Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (Tank Closure) Environmental Impact
Statement” (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

Mr. Roy J. Schepens, U.S. Department of Energy

March &, 2005

Response to Technical Requirements Document for “Tank Closure (TC)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)” Analysis

Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

Mr. Roy J. Schepens, U.S. Department of Energy

March 7, 2006

Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (ELS) Meetings
with the Nez Perce Tribe and the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River
Protection (ORP)

Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

Mr. Roy J. Schepens, U.S. Department of Energy

January 16, 2007

Quarterly Meetings with the Nez Perce Tribe and the U.S. Department of Energy,
Office of River Protection (ORP)
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To: Nez Perce Tribe Representatives

From: Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Date: March 27, 2007

Subject: Invitation to Participate in Cultural Resources Survey for Portions of the Area C

Borrow Pit Area and the 600 Area for the Tank Closure and Solid Waste EIS/NHPA
106 Compliance (see page C—196)

To: Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

From: Mr. Doug S. Shoop, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: April 6, 2007

Subject: Transmittal of Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Tank Closure and Waste

Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC & WM EIS) for the Hanford Site,
Richland, Washington

To: Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: July 20, 2007

Subject: Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Meetings with the Nez Perce Tribe
and the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP)

To: Nez Perce Tribe Representatives

From: Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: September 5, 2007

Subject: Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement

(TC & WM EIS) Memorandum of Agreement

To: Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: November 7, 2007

Subject: Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) Cultural Information

To: Nez Perce Tribe Representatives

From: Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Date: May 29, 2008

Subject: Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review

To: Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: June 4, 2008

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement Groundwater Modeling Progress

To: Mr. Samuel N. Penney, Nez Perce Tribe

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: February 3, 2010

Subject: Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement

(TC & WM EIS) Consultation
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE - December 9, 2002

U.S. Department of Energy
—— m
MNCVERNBERID ;T»-L‘mé

P.O. Box 450
Richland, Washington 99352

02-ED-017 DEC 09 m

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Director

Environmental Restoration/
Waste Management Program

Nez Perce Tribe

P.0. Box 365

Lapwai, Idaho 83540

Dear Mr. Sobotta:
TANK CLOSURE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP), intends to start work within
the next two years that will culminate in the closure of all the high-level waste storage tanks at
Hanford by 2028. This will be a huge endeavor with potentially significant impacts on the
environment and people of this area.

ORP is required to prepare an EIS before starting this work. An EIS will give us the information
we need from the Tribal governments, regulators, elected officials, Hanford stakeholders, and the
public to make effective decisions about tank closure.

ORP is in the early stages of preparing this EIS. Presently we are performing pre-scoping work,
and this is the best time to listen to the views of Tribal governments, stakeholders, and regulators
about how the EIS should be designed and what it should cover. ORP wants to hear from you
before we issue a Notice of Intent and conduct public scoping meetings early next year,

Per our phone call, we are currently planning to meet with you on December 10, 2002, at

11:00 a.m. to discuss current planning for the EIS and, mainly, to listen to you talk about issues
and concerns you have about tank closure. I acknowledge that you and your staff are busy this
time of year. We propose to take only an hour of your time. We very much want to talk with
you about this important project.

If you have any questions, please contact me, or Mary Beth Burandt, of my staff,

(509) 373-9160.

James E. Rasmussen, Director
ED:GMN Environmental Division

Sincerely,

J. L. Hanson, INNOV
K. V. Clarke, RL
P. F. X. Dunigan, Jr., RL

cC:
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE — March 12, 2003

U S. Department of Energy

QficE ot RiderProtection

P.O. Box 450
Richland, Washington 99352

- MAR 12 2003

03-ORP-022

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Director
Environmental Restoration and
Waste Management Program

Nez Perce Tribe
P.O. Box 365
Lapwai, Idaho 83540-0365

Dear Mr. Sobotta:

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR RETRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND DISPOSAL OF
TANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS AT THE HANFORD SITE

Reference: Nez Perce Tribe letter from P. Sobotta to Mary Beth Burandt, ORP, *Notice of .
- Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and
Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site,

Richland, Washington,” dated February 12,2003.  (_( Ax} ¢ c hegf )*

Thank you for your comments contained in the above referenced letter and your continued
interest and involvement in Hanford’s tank waste cleanup.

The U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of River Protection (ORP) has developed a primer to
help Tribal Nations, stakeholders, and others gain a better understanding of the history of the
Hanford Site and National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 process. The primer explains in
more detail the immediate issues that ORP is facing and why we need to make decisional

- changes to the project. I have enclosed a copy of the draft primer (Enclosure 1), as well as a copy

of the presentation (Enclosure 2) used at the public scoping meetings for your information and
use.

With the completion of the public comment period on March 10, 2003, our next task will be to
develop the draft EIS, which we will provide to the Tribal Nations, stakeholders, and others in
the fall 0f 2003. In that document, you will be able to see how scoping comments were

addressed. We will also provide periodic updates to organizations in the region, and we would

be pleased to return to Lapwai at your convenience to provide an update on the development of
the draft EIS

* Nez Perce Tribe letter dated February 12, 2003, not reproduced here. See page C—326 for a copy of the letter.
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE - March 12, 2003 (continued)

M. Patrick Sobotta B MAR 12 2003
03-ORP-022

Thank you again for the comments and your continued participation in the tank waste cleanup
project at Hanford. If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at
(509) 373-9160, or Erik Olds, Office of Communications, (509) 372-8656.

Sincerely,

Mmf Bet BusandZ

Mary Beth Burandt
ORP:TEO NEPA Document Manager
Enclosures (2)
cc w/o encls: cc w/encls:
M. A. Wilson, Ecology _ D. Stock, Columbia Energy
N. Ceto, EPA B. Herrington, SAIC
K. Niles, OOE
K. V. Clarke, RL

* Enclosures not included.
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - September 3, 2003

Depaﬁment of Energy

Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

SEP 3 2003

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Director
Environmental Restoration/
‘Waste Management Program
Nez Perce Tribe
P.O. Box 365
Lapwai, Idaho 83540
Dear Mr. Sobotta:
CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW (CRR) OF RETRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND
DISPOSAL OF TANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (TANK
CLOSURE) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

Enclosed is a CRR completed by the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
Office’s (RL) Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL) on August 28, 2003, for the
subject project located on the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington. The results of the records
and literature review conducted by HCRL staff are described in the enclosed CRR. RL concurs
with the findings as stated in the enclosed CRR. Pursuant to 36CFR 800.2 (4), we are providing
documentation to support these findings and to involve your office as a consulting party in the
NHPA Section 106 Review process. If you have any questions, please contact

Annabelle L. Rodriguez, of my staff, on (509) 372-0277.

Sincerely,

Joel Hebdon, Director
RCA:ALR Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division
Enclosure*
cc w/o encl:

E. L. Prendergast, PNNL

cc w/encl:
V. Sonneck, NPT

* Enclosure is not reproduced here. See September 3, 2003, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—179, which includes the same enclosure.
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE - March 8, 2005
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - March 8, 2005 (continued)
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE - March 7, 2006

* Enclosure is not reproduced here. See March 7, 2006, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—191, which includes the same enclosure.
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - January 16, 2007
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE - April 6, 2007
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE — April 6, 2007 (continued)

* Enclosures are not reproduced here. See April 6, 2007, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—197, which includes the same enclosures.
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE - July 20, 2007
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - September 5, 2007
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement
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Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement
(continued)
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement
(continued)

C-248



Appendix C = Cooperating Agency, Consultation, and Other Interaction Documentation

Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement
(continued)
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement
(continued)
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Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement
(continued)
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE — November 7, 2007

U.S, Department of Energy

P.Q. Box 450, MSIN HE-80
Richland, Washington 88332

NOV G 7 2007

07-ESQ-212

Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Director

Environmental Restoration/
Waste Management Program

Nez Perce Tribe

P.O. Box 365

Lapwai, Idaho 83540

Dear Mr. Bohnee:

TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT (TC & WM} ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) CULTURAL INFORMATION

This letter is to follow up on conversations the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office of
River Protection had with your staff when we met on November 1, 2007, At that meeting DOE
indicated that if you wanted to provide some narrative to be included in the TC & WM EIS
related to your unique cultura] and historic perspective on the Hanford Site, and specifically
Rattiesnake and Gable Mountains, we would provide you that opportunity. DOE invites the Nez
Perce Tribe to submit its unigue perspectives in such a write up, which can sither be coordinated
with the perspectives of other tribes, or provide just the Nez Perce’s unique tribal perspective.
This write up will be included in the TC & WM EIS draft and can be updated or expanded upon,
as you wish, in the final EIS. The write up should be provided to Mary Beth Burandt by
December 14, 2007, to assure its inclusion in the draft,

If you have any questions, please contact me, or your staff may contact Mary Beth Burandt,
Office of the Environmenta) Safety and Quality, (509) 372-7772.

Sincerely,

T 2

,& Shirley 1. Olinger, Acting Manager
ESQ:MEB Office of River Protection

cc: F. Marcinowski, EM-10
M. A. Nielson, EM-13
J. E. Loving, GC-20
S. L. Dahl, Ecology
J. J. Lyon, Ecology
S. Lilligren, Nez Perce
V. Sonneck, Nez Perce
J. Stanfill, Nez Perce
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - May 29, 2008

C-253



Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, May 29, 2008 — Project Description
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Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment to Nez Perce Tribe, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE — June 4, 2008

~us. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 450, MSIN H6-60
Richland, Washington 99352

JUN 0 4 2008

(8-ESQ-115

Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Director

Environmental Restoration/
Waste Management Program

Nez Perce Tribe

P.O. Box 365

Lapwai, Idaho 83540

Dear Mr. Bohnee:
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT GROUNDWATER MODELING PROGRESS

1 am writing to let you know that we have finished the material property evaluation of the vadose
zone. ‘Uhis evaluation process was briefed at the Hanford Advisory Board meeting on

February 7, 2008, and at the cultural resource committee on April 17, 2008. You had some
members of your staff attend these meetings, and an offer was made to provide a more detailed
update. Also, to further our communications, we offer to resume the quarterly informational
briefings with your technical staff and are prepared to conduct the first on July 8, 2008,

Plcase contact Mary Beth Burand!, Environmental Compliance Division, (509) 372-7772, to set
up a specific time and date for this critical informational briefing.

Sincerely,

L{OV;

Shirley J /(g‘linger, Maﬁager
ESQ:MEB Office of River Protection

ce: F. A. Sijohn, RL
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

NEZ PERCE TRIBE — February 3, 2010

U.S. Department of Energy
e AR ;

EETR

wsnsive.

P.O. Box 450, MSIN H6-60
Richland, Washington 99352

FEg 03 2010

10-ORP-004

Mr. Samuel N. Penney, Chairman

Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee
Nez Perce Tribe

P.O. Box 305

Lapwai, Idaho 83540

Dear Chairman Penney:

DRAFT TANK CLOSURE & WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (TC & WM EIS) CONSULTATION

The purpose of this letter is to communicate the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Office of
River Protection’s (ORP) interest in consulting with the Nez Perce Tribe on the Draft TC & WM
EIS. The Draft TC & WM EIS analyzes the following three key areas: (1) retrieval and
management of waste from 177 underground storage tanks at Hanford and closure of the single-
shell tanks; (2) decommissioning of the Fast Flux Test Facility, a nuclear test reactor, and its
auxiliary facilities; and (3) ongoing and expanded solid waste management operations on site,
including the disposal of Hanford’s waste and limited volumes of waste from other DOE sites in
an Integrated Disposal Facility(ies). The Draft TC & WM EIS also analyzes No Action
Alternatives for each of the three types of proposed actions.

We would like your counsel in identifying your preferences on how best to consult with the Nez
Perce for the Draft TC & WM EIS. We have already provided your staff with copies of the Draft
TC & WM EIS as well as summaries when it came out in October, 2009. Since the beginning of
the Draft TC & WM EIS process in 2006, the Document Manager, Mary Beth Burandt has
spoken with your staff on many occasions about technical issues and concerns. Discussions
related to the National Historic Preservation Act had been on going, and at the request of your
staff, those discussions were delayed until the release of the Draft TC & WM EIS for review.

We believe now is the appropriate time to resume those discussions. In addition, the previous
invitation to provide narrative to be included in the final Draft TC & WM EIS related to your
unique cultural and historical perspective is still available.

We want to offer to you whatever level of consultation that you desire, with the hope that your
comments can be formalized by the March 19, 2010 comment deadline. Consultation activities
could include staff-to-staff technical briefings, government-to-government consuitations between
DOE senior officials and elected Tribal leaders, formal written comments on the Draft TC &
WM EIS. or other activities the Nez Perce would like to propose consistent with established
policies and protocols
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - February 3, 2010 (continued)

FEB 03 2010

Mr. Samuel N. Penney -2-
10-ORP-004

We welcome the Nez Perce Tribe’s participation in the Draft TC & WM EIS and look forward to

establishing a mutually agreed-upon path forward for consultation. If you have any questions,
please contact Jill Conrad, DOE Tribal Program Manager, (509) 376-0288.

Sincerely,

Shirley . (Ainger, Mantager
ORP:TEO Office bf River Proty[ion

cc: D. A. Brockman, RL
J. L. Conrad, RL
M. S. McCormick, RL
G. Bohnee, Nez Perce
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

C.3.1.3
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Date:

Subject:
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Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Correspondence

Mr. Richard Gay, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Mr. James E. Rasmussen, U.S. Department of Energy

December 9, 2002

“Tank Closure Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)”

Mr. Jeff Van Pelt and Ms. Julie Longenecker, Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation

Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

August 12, 2003

Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review (see page C—173)

Mr. Jeff Van Pelt, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Mr. Joel Hebdon, U.S. Department of Energy

September 3, 2003

Cultural Resources Review (CRR) of “Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank
Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (Tank Closure) Environmental Impact
Statement” (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

Mr. Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Mr. Roy J. Schepens, U.S. Department of Energy

March 9, 2006

Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (ELS) Meetings
with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Tribe and the

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP)

Mr. Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Mr. Roy J. Schepens, U.S. Department of Energy

January 16, 2007

Quarterly Meetings with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
(CTUIR) and the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP)

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Representatives

Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

March 27, 2007

Invitation to Participate in Cultural Resources Survey for Portions of the Area C
Borrow Pit Area and the 600 Area for the Tank Closure and Solid Waste EIS/NHPA
106 Compliance (see page C—196)

Ms. Teara Farrow, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Mr. Doug S. Shoop, U.S. Department of Energy

April 6, 2007

Transmittal of Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Tank Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC & WM EIS) for the Hanford Site,
Richland, Washington
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To: Mr. Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: July 20, 2007

Subject: Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Meetings with the Confederated

Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) and the U.S. Department of
Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP)

To: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Representatives
From: Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: September 5, 2007

Subject: Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement

(TC & WM EIS) Memorandum of Agreement

To: Mr. Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: November 7, 2007

Subject: Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Environmental Impact Statement
(EILS) Cultural Information

To: Ms. Teara Farrow, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

From: Mr. Frank Marcinowski, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: December 20, 2007

Subject: Response to November 26, 2007, Letter Concerning the Department of Energy’s
Undertakings at Borrow Area C on the Hanford Site

To: Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation Representatives

From: Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Date: May 29, 2008

Subject: Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review

To: Mr. Stuart Harris, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: June 4, 2008

Subject: Environmental Impact Statement Groundwater Modeling Progress

To: Mr. Elwood Patawa, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

From: Ms. Shirley J. Olinger, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: February 3, 2010

Subject: Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement

(TC & WM EIS) Consultation

C-263



Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

| CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION — December 9, 2002

U.S. Department of Energy
""—-——-—-—-—-—-—:M‘
JHICCDERIVBEPFOIeCtio]

P.O. Box 450
Richland, Washington 99352

02-ED-018 DEC 0 9 2002

Mr. Richard Gay
Acting Environmental, Science
and Technology Program Manager
Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation
P.O. Box 638
Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Dear Mr. Gay:
TANK CLOSURE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

The U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP), intends to start work within
the next two years that will culminate in the closure of all the high-level waste storage tanks at
Hanford by 2028. This will be a huge endeavor with potentially significant impacts on the
environment and people of this area.

ORP is required to prepare an EIS before starting this work. An EIS will give us the information
we need from the Tribal governments, regulators, elected officials, Hanford stakeholders, and the
public to make effective decisions about tank closure.

ORP is in the early stages of preparing this EIS. Presently we are performing pre-scoping work,
and this is the best time to listen to the views of Tribal governments, stakeholders, and regulators
about how the EIS should be designed and what it should cover. ORP wants to hear from you
before we issue a Notice of Intent and conduct public scoping meetings carly next year.

ORP representatives would like to meet with you and/or members of your staff to discuss our
current planning for the EIS and, mainly, to listen to you talk about issues and concems you have
about tank closure. I acknowledge that you and your staff are busy this time of year. We
propose to take only an hour of your time. We very much want to talk with you about this
important project.

If you have any questions, please contact me, or Mary Beth Burandt, of my staff,
(509) 373-9160.

James E. Rasmussen, Director
ED:GMN Environmental Division
cc: J. L. Hanson, INNOV
K. V. Clarke, RL
P

. F. X. Dunigan, Jr., RL

C-264



Appendix C = Cooperating Agency, Consultation, and Other Interaction Documentation

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - September 3, 2003

Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

03-RCA-0377 SEP 3 2003

Mr. Jeff Van Pelt
Cultural Resources Protection Program
Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation
P.O. Box 638
Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Dear Mr. Van Pelt:

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW (CRR) OF RETRIEVAL, TREA’I'l\/EE‘.NT, AND
DISPOSAL OF TANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (TANK
CLOSURE) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

Enclosed is a CRR completed by the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operatiops
Office’s (RL) Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL) on August 28, 2003, for the
subject project located on the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington. The results of the records
and literature review conducted by HCRL staff are described in the enclosed CRR. RL concurs
with the findings as stated in the enclosed CRR. Pursuant to 36CFR 800.2 (4), we are providing
documentation to support these findings and to involve your office as a consulting party in the

NHPA Section 106 Review process. If you have any questions, please contact

Annabelle L. Rodriguez, of my staff, on (509) 372-0277.

Sincerely,

Joel Hebdon, Director
RCA:ALR Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division
Enclosure*
cc w/o encl:

E. L. Prendergast, PNNL
cc w/encl:

J. Longenecker, CTUIR (Richland office)

* Enclosure is not reproduced here. See September 3, 2003, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—179, which includes the same enclosure.
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - March 9, 2006

* Enclosure is not reproduced here. See March 7, 2006, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—191, which includes the same enclosure.
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - January 16, 2007
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - April 6, 2007
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - April 6, 2007
(continued)

* Enclosures are not reproduced here. See April 6, 2007, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—197, which includes the same enclosures.
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - September 5, 2007
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION — November 7, 2007
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - December 20, 2007
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - December 20, 2007
(continued)
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - May 29, 2008
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, May 29, 2008 —
Project Description
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, May 29, 2008 —
Project Description (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, May 29, 2008 —
Project Description (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, May 29, 2008 —
Project Description (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, May 29, 2008 —
Project Description (continued)
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION — June 4, 2008

U.S. Department of

P.0O. ox 450, MSIN H6-60
Richland, Washington 99352

JUN 0 4 2008

08-ESQ-114

Mr. Stuart Harris, Director
Department of Science and Engineering
Confederated Tribes

of the Umatiila Indian Reservation
P.0O. Box 638/ 73239 Confederated Way
Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Dear Mr. Harris:
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT GROUNDWATER MODELING PROGRESS

I am writing to let you know that we have finished the material property evaluation of the vadose
zone. This evaluation process was briefed at the Hanford Advisory Board meeting on

February 7, 2008, and at the cultural resource committee on April 17, 2008, You had some
members of your staff attend these meetings, and an offer was made to provide a more detailed
update. Also, to further our communications, we offer to resume the quarterly informational
briefings with your technical staff and are prepared to conduct the first on July 10, 2008.

Please contact Mary Beth Burandt, Environmental Compliance Division, (509) 372-7772, to set
up a specific time and date for this cntical informational briefing.

Sincerely,

Shirley J. Ohinger, Mahager
ESQ:MEB QOffice of River Protection

cc:  T.Farrow, CTUIR
F. A. Sijohn, RL
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| CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION — February 3, 2010

Vrr,

U.S. Department of Energy

e e
HICE:01RIN S HOH
P.O. Box 450, MSIN H6-60
Richland, Washington 99352

FEB 03 2010

10-ORP-005

Mr. Elwood Patawa, Chairman

Board of Trustees

Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation

46411 Timine Way

Pendleton, Oregon 97801

Dear Chairman Patawa:

DRAFT TANK CLOSURE & WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (TC & WM EIS) CONSULTATION

The purpose of this letter is to communicate the U.S, Department of Energy (DOE), Office of
River Protection’s (ORP) interest in consulting with the Umatilla Tribe on the Draft TC & WM
EIS. The Draft TC & WM EIS analyzes the following three key areas: (1) retrieval and
management of waste from 177 underground storage tanks at Hanford and closure of the single-
shell tanks: (2) decommissioning of the Fast Flux Test Facility, a nuclear test reactor, and its
auxiliary facilities; and (3) ongoing and expanded solid waste management operations on site,
including the disposal of Hanford’s waste and limited volumes of waste from other DOE sites in
an Integrated Disposal Facility(ies). The Draft TC & WM EIS also analyzes No Action
Alternatives for each of the three types of proposed actions.

We would like your counsel in identifying your preferences on how best to consult with the
Umatilla for the Draft TC & WM EIS. We have already provided your staff with copies of the
Draft TC & WM EIS as well as summaries when it came out in October, 2009. Since the
beginning of the Draft TC & WM EIS process in 2006, the Document Manager,

Mary Beth Burandt has spoken with your staff on many occasions about technical issues and
concerns. Discussions related to the National Historic Preservation Act had been on going, and
at the request of your staff, those discussions were delayed until the release of the Draft TC &
WM EIS for review. We believe now is the appropriate time to resume those discussions. In
addition, the previous invitation to provide narrative to be included in the final Draft TC & WM
EIS related to your unique cultural and historical perspective is still available.

We want to offer to you whatever level of consultation that you desire, with the hope that your
comments can be formalized by the March 19, 2010 comment deadline. Consultation activities
could include staff-to-staff technical briefings, government-to-government consultations between
DOE senior officials and elected Tribal leaders. formal written comments on the Draft TC &
WM EIS, or other activities the Umatilla would like to propose consistent with established
policies and protocols.
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - February 3, 2010
(continued)

FEB G 3 2010
Mr. Elwood Patawa -2-
10-ORP-005

We welcome the Umatilla Tribe’s participation in the Draft TC & WM EIS and look forward to
establishing a mutually agreed-upon path forward for consultation. If you have any questions,
please contact Jill Conrad, DOE Tribal Program Manager, (509) 376-0288.

A

linger, Mahager
River Protettion

Sincerely,

ORP:TEO Office

ce: D. A. Brockman, RL
J. L. Conrad, RL
M. S. McCormick, RL
S. Harris, Umatilla
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C3.14 Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation Correspondence

To: Ms. Camille Pleasants, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

From: Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: August 12, 2003

Subject: Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review (see page C—173)

To: Ms. Camille Pleasants, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

From: Mr. Joel Hebdon, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: September 3, 2003

Subject: Cultural Resources Review (CRR) of “Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank

Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (Tank Closure) Environmental Impact
Statement” (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

To: Ms. Camille Pleasants, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation

From: Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

Date: March 27, 2007

Subject: Invitation to Participate in Cultural Resources Survey for Portions of the Area C

Borrow Pit Area and the 600 Area for the Tank Closure and Solid Waste
EIS/NHPA 106 Compliance (see page C—196)

To: Ms. Camille Pleasants, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
From: Mr. Doug S. Shoop, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: April 6, 2007

Subject: Transmittal of Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Tank Closure and Waste

Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC & WM EIS) for the Hanford Site,
Richland, Washington

To: Ms. Camille Pleasants, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
From: Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

Date: September 5, 2007

Subject: Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement

(TC & WM EIS) Memorandum of Agreement

To: Ms. Camille Pleasants, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
From: Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
Date: May 29, 2008

Subject: Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION — September 3, 2003

Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

03-RCA-0377 SEP 3 2003

Ms. Camille Pleasants
Interim Tribal Historic Préservation Officer
Confederated Tribes of
the Colville Reservation
P.O. Box 150
Nespelem, Washington 99155

Dear Ms. Pleasants:

CULTURAL RESQURCE.S REVIEW (CRR) OF RETRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND
DISPOSAL OF TANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (TANK
CLOSURE) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

Enclosed is a CRR completed by the US Department of Energy, Richland Operations
Office’s (RL) Hanfdrd Cultural Resou_rccs Laboratory (HCRL) on August 28, 2003, for the
subject project located on the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington. The results of the records
and literature review conducted by HCRL staff are described in the enclosed CRR. RL concurs
with the findings as stated in the enclosed CRR. Pursuant to 36CFR 800.2 (4), we are providing
documentation to support these findings and to involve your office as a consulting party in the

NHPA Section 106 Review process. If you have any questions, please contact

Amnabelle L. Rodriguez, of my staff, on (509) 372-0277.

Sincerely,

Joel Hebdon, Director
RCA:ALR Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division
Enclosure *
cc w/o encl:

E. L. Prendergast, PNNL

* Enclosure is not reproduced here. See September 3, 2003, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—179, which includes the same enclosure.
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION - April 6, 2007
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION - April 6, 2007 (continued)

* Enclosures are not reproduced here. See April 6, 2007, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—197, which includes the same enclosures.
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION - September 5, 2007

From: Rodriguez, Annabelle L

Sent: Wednesday, September 05, 2007 5:15 PM

To: 'camille.pleasants@colvilletribes.com'; 'TearaFarrow'; 'julie’; 'StuartHarris'; 'RicoCruz’; 'Gabriel
Bohnee'; 'veras@nezperce.org'; 'Darla Jackson'; 'Mike'; 'Tony Smith'; 'Rex'; 'Jim, Russell’; 'Dana’; 'Greg
Cleveland'; 'Leah Sue'; 'whr2hydro@verizon.net'; 'barbaraharper@ctuir.com’; ‘hazmat@yakama.com’;
'Ibuck@gcpud.org’

Cc: Clarke, Kevin V; Garcia, Pete ] Jr; Prendergast-Kennedy, Ellen L; Sijohn, Francis A; Rodriguez,
Annabelle L

Subject: Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS (TC&WM EIS) MOA

All,

Attached is the Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management EIS (TC&WM EIS) MOA. The MOA
refers to the February, 2006 Federal Register Notice. That Notice and a map can be found in

the July 30, 2007 correspondence that DOE transmitted to Tribes/SHPO (cultural review and

survey, 07-SED-0325, for this project).

As stated in my previous email, Project staff would like to meet on September 18 to begin discussin on
the draft TC&WM EIS MOA. Location and time to follow. | will set up a telecon line if you would like to
participate by phone.

ACHP has been invited to participate in the MOA. You will be receiving a copy of the
letter within the week.

Thank you,
Annabelle Rodriguez
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, September 5, 2007 —
Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION - May 29, 2008
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, May 29, 2008 — Project
Description
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, May 29, 2008 — Project
Description (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, May 29, 2008 — Project
Description (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, May 29, 2008 — Project
Description (continued)
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Attachment to Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, May 29, 2008 — Project
Description (continued)
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CJ3.1.5

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

Wanapum Correspondence

Ms. Lenora Seelatsee and Mr. Rex Buck, Wanapum

Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

August 12, 2003

Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review (see page C—173)

Ms. Lenora Seelatsee, Wanapum

Mr. Joel Hebdon, U.S. Department of Energy

September 3, 2003

Cultural Resources Review (CRR) of “Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank
Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks (Tank Closure) Environmental Impact
Statement” (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

Ms. Lenora Seelatsee and Mr. Rex Buck, Wanapum

Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory

March 27, 2007

Invitation to Participate in Cultural Resources Survey for Portions of the Area C
Borrow Pit Area and the 600 Area for the Tank Closure and Solid Waste EIS/NHPA
106 Compliance (see page C-196)

Ms. Lenora Seelatsee, Wanapum

Mr. Doug S. Shoop, U.S. Department of Energy

April 6, 2007

Transmittal of Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Tank Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC & WM EIS) for the Hanford Site,
Richland, Washington

Wanapum Representatives

Ms. Annabelle Rodriguez, U.S. Department of Energy

September 5, 2007

Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
(TC & WM EIS) Memorandum of Agreement

Wanapum Representatives

Ms. Ellen Prendergast-Kennedy, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
May 29, 2008

Notification of a Section 106 Cultural Resources Review
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WANAPUM - September 3, 2003

Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
. P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352
03-RCA-0377 -
SEP 3 2003
Ms. Lenora Seelatsee -
Wanapum
Grant County P.U.D.
P.O. Box 878
Ephrata, Washington 98823

Dear Ms. Seelatsee:

CULTURAL RESOURCES REVIEW (CRR) OF RE’fRIEVAL, TREATMENT, AND
DISPOSAL OF TANK WASTE AND CLOSURE OF SINGLE-SHELL TANKS (TANK
CLOSURE) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (HCRC# 2003-200-044)

Enclosed is a CRR completed b& the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
Office’s (RL) Hanford Cultural Resources Laboratory (HCRL) on August 28, 2003, for the
subject project located on the Hanford Site, Richland, Washingto:IL The results of the records
and literature review conducted by HCRL staff are described in the enclosed CRR. RL concurs
with the findings as stated in the enclosed CRR. Pursuant to 36CFR 800.2 (4), we are providing
documentation to support these ﬁndings and to involve your office as a consulting party in the

NHPA. Section 106 Review process. If you have any questions, please contact

" Annabelle L. Rodriguez, of my staff, on (509) 372-0277.

Sincerely,

Joel ﬁebdon, Director
RCA:ALR Regulatory Compliance and Analysis Division
Enclosure *
cc w/o encl:

E. L. Prendergast, PNNL

cc w/encl:
R. Buck Jr., Wanapum

* Enclosure is not reproduced here. See September 3, 2003, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—179, which includes the same enclosure.
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WANAPUM - April 6, 2007
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WANAPUM - April 6, 2007 (continued)

* Enclosures are not reproduced here. See April 6, 2007, letter to the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the
Yakama Nation on page C—197, which includes the same enclosures.
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WANAPUM - September 5, 2007
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Attachment to Wanapum, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Wanapum, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Wanapum, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Wanapum, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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Attachment to Wanapum, September 5, 2007 — Memorandum of Agreement (continued)
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WANAPUM - May 29, 2008
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Attachment to Wanapum, May 29, 2008 — Project Description
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Attachment to Wanapum, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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Attachment to Wanapum, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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Attachment to Wanapum, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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Attachment to Wanapum, May 29, 2008 — Project Description (continued)
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C3.2

Responses to U.S. Department of Energy Correspondence

The following are copies of the responses DOE has received in regard to the correspondence provided in
Section C.3.1 of this Final TC & WM EIS. Below is a list of these responses.

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

Ms. Mary Beth Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe

February 12, 2003

Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval,
Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Mr. Roy Schepens, U.S. Department of Energy

Mr. Russell Jim, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation

March 11, 2003

Re: Comments on the Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement
for the Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell
Tanks at the Hanford Site.

Ms. Mary Beth Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy

Mr. Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe

July 27, 2004

Re: “Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal
of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks”

Mr. Roy Schepens, U.S. Department of Energy

Mr. Gabriel Bohnee, Nez Perce Tribe

February 10, 2005

Re: Technical Requirements Document for “Tank Closure Environmental Impact
Statement” Vadose Zone and Groundwater Revised Analysis

Mr. Keith Klein, U.S. Department of Energy

Mr. Russell Jim, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation

July 19, 2006

Response to June 28, 2006, Letter Regarding Cultural Resources Review and
Inventory for Arid Lands Ecology Quarry Reserve Borrow Site Development

Mr. Rob G. Hastings, U.S. Department of Energy

Ms. Teara Farrow, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
November &, 2007

Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement and Borrow
Area C, Cultural Resources Recommendation

Dr. Inés Triay, U.S. Department of Energy

Ms. Teara Farrow, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
November 26, 2007

Concerns Regarding the Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM),
Environmental Impact Statement (ELS), Hanford Site, Richland, Washington
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To: Mr. Gregory B. Jaczko, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and Dr. Inés Triay,
U.S. Department of Energy

From: Mr. Ralph Sampson, Jr., Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation

Date: October 14, 2009

Subject: Concerns Regarding the Cleanup and Closure of the U.S. Ecology Radioactive Waste

Landfill and Other Similar Waste Sites Related to the Hanford Site
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| NEZ PERCE TRIBE — February 12, 2003

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANAGEMENT
P.O. BOX 365 - LAPWAI, IDAHO 83540-0365 - (208) B43-7375 [ FAX: 843-7378

February 12, 2003

Mary Beth Burandt

Document Manager

DOE Office of River Protection
U.S. DOE, P.O. Box 450
Mailstop H6-60

Richland, WA 99352

Re:  Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval,
Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Dear Ms. Burandt:

The staff of the Nez Perce Tribe Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
Program (ERWM) appreciated the presentation by you and Eric Olds on December 12,
2002, when you came to Lapwai to discuss the draft Notice of Intent (NOI) for
preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment and Disposal
of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at Hanford. Subsequently, we
informally forwarded comments by e-mail on the draft NOI. The comments below are
directed to the final NOI (6450-01-P).

The Nez Perce Tribe retains reserved treaty rights in the Mid-Columbia region under the
1855 and 1863 treaties with the United States Government. These rights have been
recognized and reaffirmed through subsequent Federal and State actions. These actions
protect Nez Perce rights to utilize our usual and accustomed resources and resource areas,
including those in the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. Accordingly, ERWM has
support from the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) to participate in and monitor relevant
DOE activities.

During the December 2002 Hanford Advisory Board meeting in Portland, DOE
representatives agreed to prepare a “primer” to assist Tribal Nations, stakeholders and the
public in understanding the relationships between the various Hanford waste related
environmental impact statements. Please let us know when we can expect a copy of this
primer.

In the NOI DOE has preliminarily identified a list of issues for analysis in this EIS. We
have the following issues to add.

gy )
FEB 13280
A '.J-P‘:(
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - February 12, 2003 (continued)

Discuss retrieval, treatment, disposal and closure in terms of technical feasibility, not
economic feasibility. Economic feasibility is a consideration, but it is by its nature a
short-term view. The commitments of the federal government to the tribal nations are
intimately associated with the ethics of long-term stewardship, and cannot be sacrificed
for the short-term economic view.

Discussion of long-term risks resulting from waste disposal and residual tank system
wastes must not only include concerns related to human populations but also concerns
related to protection of the environment.,

Clean closure standards are referred to in the first sentence, second paragraph of Closure
in Alternative 4.0, but they are not identified or described. Furthermore, this is the only
alternative in which it is unclear what is meant by closure.

We look forward to participating in the review of this highly significant EIS later in 2003.

Sincerely,

/ﬁ(ﬂ#/ |
Patrick Sobotta
Director

Ce:  Kevin Clarke, Indian Nations Program
Michael Wilson, Ecology
Nick Ceto, EPA
Roy Schepens, DOE-ORP
Keith Klein, DOE-RL
Ken Niles, Oregon Office of Energy
Joy Turner
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS OF THE YAKAMA INDIAN NATION -
March 11, 2003

W Confederated Tribes and Bands Established by the
y of the Yakama Indian Nation Treaty of June 9, 1855

oy Schepens, Manager March 11, 2003
U.S. Department of Energy

Office of River Protection

P.O. Box 450

Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Schepens:

Re: Comments on the Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement for the Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of
Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site,

The Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation is a federally recognized
sovereign pursuant to the Treaty of June 9, 1855 made with the United States of America
(12 Stat. 951). The National Environmental Policy Act process that U.S. Department of
Energy has begun for high-level waste in the 149 single-shell tanks (SST) is of extreme
interest to the Yakama Nation since these waste and tanks are located on Yakama Nation
ceded lands and becaunse the waste will have long-term impacts if not properly dealt with
in accordance to existing environmental laws.

The high-level waste in the single-shell tanks, ancillary infrastructure and piping, and
contaminated soils associated with the leaking SSTs poses a long-term, high risk to the
Yakama people, the public and the Columbia River. Hazardous substances from the
Central Plateau have reached the Columbia River adding additional risk to the chemical
risk recently noted in a fish contaminant survey conducted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. In August 2002, EPA released the results of that fish study’ that
found the highest concentration of chemical contaminants in Columbia River fish to be in
the Hanford Reach, posing up to a 1 in 50 cancer risk among tribal people. Because of
this extraordinary risk, USDOE must take every practicable step possible to reduce and
eliminate potential threats emanating from the SSTs, ancillary infrastructure, piping, and
‘contaminated soils associated with the leaking tanks on the Central Plateau.

Given the facts stated above, the Yakama Nation makes the following recommendations:

¢ High-level wastes, as defined under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act, must be
removed and disposed in a permanent geological repository.

e The analysis must include a “clean” closure alternative.

;gj.ls. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X, Seattle, Washington, 98101, “Columbia River Basin
ish Contaminant Survey, 1996-1998, EPA 910-R-02-006, July 2002
RECEIVED

Post Office Box 151, Fort Road, Toppenish, WA 98948 (509) 8655121 MAR 1 3 2003

NArE AP A .- -
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS OF THE YAKAMA INDIAN NATION -
March 11, 2003 (continued)

e All waste meting the criteria for TRU must be retrieved and disposed in a licensed
TRU repository and conform to USDOE’s disposal requirements for WIPP.

e The analysis should include a comprehensive flow-sheet that includes timelines
for SST and Double-shell tank waste retrieval, tank closure or removal,
pretreatment, volume reduction, final waste forms, and disposition.

* Consideration of grouting of SST and other HLW should be ruled out.

» Disposition of SST ancillary piping and infrastructure will require a separate
RCRA permit. The tank closure NEPA analysis should include the volumes and
concentrations of radioactive and non-radioactive hazardous substances contained
in the ancillary piping and related infrastructure along with risk to the
environment and Yakama people.

o The analysis should assess the risk to the Yakama people via a tribal treaty risk
scenario developed in close cooperation with the Yakama and other tribal nations.

o The cumulative impact analysis should include a tribal human risk scenario that
takes jnto consideration EPA’s recent Columbia River Basin Fish Contaminant
Survey findings. In addition, USDOE’s Radiation Dose Guideline should be
withdrawn, and a more comprehensive guideline should be established in
compliance with RCRA/CERCLA and Endangexed Species Act and integrated
into the tribal risk scenario.

For the Yakama Nation, closure decisions must protect the resources to which the tribe
has specific aboriginal and Treaty reserved rights, to protect the unique culture and
worldview and enable continued practice of the tribal religion. Hopefully, USDOE sees
the benefits of working closely with the Yakama Nation to comply and protect reserved

. Treaty resources and rights. Any attempt to abandon HL'W, thereby creating a sacrifice
zone on the Central Plateau of Hanford, would not meet the intent of the Treaty of 1855
and Congress. It remains the intent of Congress to see that this waste is isolated from the
environment to reduce potential risks to humans.

If you have any questions, I may be reached at (509) 452-2502. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Y

Russell Jim, Manager
YN ER/WM Program

cc:  Jesse Roberson, Assistant Sec. USDOE
Mary Burandt, Document Manager, USDOE-ORP
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - July 27, 2004
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - July 27, 2004 (continued)
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - February 10, 2005
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE - February 10, 2005 (continued)
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NEZ PERCE TRIBE — February 10, 2005 (continued)
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS OF THE YAKAMA NATION — July 19, 2006
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(continued)
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION - November 8, 2007

Confederated Tribes
of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation

Department of Natural Resources

Cultural Resources Protection Program

P.O. Box 638 73239 Confederated Way
Pendleton, Oregon 97801
(541)276-3629 Fax (541) 276-1966

November 8, 2007

Mr. Rob G. Hastings

Acting Assistant Manager for Safety and Engineering
U.S. Department of Energy

Richland Operations Office

P.O. Box 550

Richland, WA 99352

TANK CLOSURE AND WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT AND BORROW AREA C, CULTURAL RESOURCES
RECOMMENDATION

Dear Mr. Hastings,

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR), Cultural
Resources Protection Program (CRPP) has reviewed the available cultural resources
documentation for the Tank Closure (TC) and Waste Management {WM) Environmental
Impact Statemnent (EIS) Project. The Treatability Test Use of the Borrow Area C MOA
will encompass an area approximately 5 acres in size. The TC&WM EIS MOA will
€ncompass an area approximately 2200 acres at the base of the Mountain. A “National
Register of Historic Places Determination of Eligibility for Laliik Traditional Cultural
Property” has been prepared by the DOE and the Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation (DAHP) has concurred that this property is eligible. The CRPP
agrees with this determination.

The DOE Richland Operations Office has determined the proposed undertakings will
havc an adverse effect to National Register Eligible Rattlesnake Mountain (Laliik). The
DAHP concurred with these findings and the Advisory Council of Historic Preservation
(ACHP) has agreed to participate in consultation to develop MOAs to detail the
resolution of the undertakings’ adverse effects to historic properties.

The CRPP belicves that the two undertakings are inextricably linked. We agree with
DOE that the entire proposed undertaking will have an adverse effect on Laliik, a historic
property of traditional religious and cultural significance to area Tribes. The projects will

RECEIVED
NOV 1 4 2007

nAE.QI /ol re
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION — November 8, 2007
(continued)

be located on the flanks of the Mountain and will not only compromise the view shed, but
also the integrity of setting, feeling, and association (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)). Additionally,
there will be visual impacts to Gable Mountain and Gable Butte, also historic properties
of traditicnal religious and cultural significance, which DOE has recognized as eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

The National Historic Preservation Act’s implementing regulations indicate that if an
undertaking will have an adverse effect on a historic property, “The agency official shall
consult with the SHPO/THPO and other consulting parties, including Indian tribes and
Mative Hawaiian organizations, to develop and evaluate alternatives or modifications to
the undertaking that coutd avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects on historic
properties” [36CFR800.6(a)]. The CRPP believes that the adverse effects this
undertaking will cause can be avoided or minimized by relocating both projects. An
adverse effect under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is a significant
impact under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA). We expect the
TC&WM EIS to address the significant impact that the project will have under NEPA.

We would like to examine all of the alternatives available to assist DOE to find a way to
protect these important places. If you have any questions, please contact me, or my staff
member, Julie Longenecker, Anthropologist Ill/Hanford Cultural Resources Coordinator
at (509) 371-0643.

Sincerely,

Towns AW

Teara Farrow, Manager
Cultural Resources Protection Program
(541) 276-3629

Cc:

Julie Longenecker, CTUIR
Pete Garcia, DOE
Annabelte Rodriguez, DOE
Francis Sijohn, DOE

Kevin Clarke, DOE

Ellen Kennedy, PNNL
Robert Whitlam, DAHP
Allyson Brooks, WA SHPO
Thomas McCulloch, ACHP
Mike Sabota, NPT
Arnthony Smith, NPT
Russell Jim, YN

Rex Buck 11, Wanapum
Camille Pieasants, Colville
Stuart Harris, CTUIR

Tom Bailor, CTUIR

Diane Henkels, CTUIR
Audie Huber, CTUIR

C-338



Appendix C = Cooperating Agency, Consultation, and Other Interaction Documentation

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION -
November 26, 2007

Confederaied Tribes
of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation

Department of Natoral Resources

Cultural Resources Protection Program

$£.0.Box 638 73239 Confederated Way
Pendleton, Oregon 97301
(5413 276-3629  Fax (541) 276-1966

November 26, 2007

Dr. Ines Trlay

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management EM-1
Forrestral Building

U.8. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Ave., S.W,

Washington, DC 20585

Deas Dr. Triay,

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilia Indian Reservation (CTUIR) Cultuel Resources
Proiection Program (CRPP) has serious conocrns regarding the Tank Closure and Waste
Management (TC&WM), Environmental Tmpact Statement (EIS), Hanford Site,
Richland, Washington, that is being developed by the Department of Energy Office of
River Protecton (DOE-ORP) in Richland Washington. The CTUIR is a consulting party
to this project and we are extremely concerned about the adverse effects that the
undertakings at Borrow C will have on Rattlesnake Mountain, as known as Laliik, an
eligible property on the National Register of Historic Places and a sacred monntain to the
Hanford Tribes (CTUIR, Nez Perce Tribe, Yakama Nation, and Wanapum Band).

The CTUIR CRPP is aware that Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC)
is under contract to prepare the cultural resourea section in the TC&WM EIS and that
they are referencing materials from the Hanford Site for their apalysis and write-up. The
CTUIR has repeatedly requested from DOE-Hanford/SAIC staff the name and
qualifications of the cultural resowrce staff person who is conducting the analysis and
writing the cultural resources section for the subject EIS. The inadequale response we
have received is “cultural rescurces folks in Germantown, MD".

We urge you to use qualified cultural resources staff who understand the coltural
significance and sensitive nature of the irreplaceable resources at Hanford, specifically
Laliik. We do not understand why point of contact tnformation for cultural resources
staff is being kept confidential. DOE’s refusal to provide public information about the
cultural resource analyst cawses concerns 1o us about the qualifications of the other
technical specialists being used by SAIC for this important project.

RECEIVED
NOV 29 2007

DOE-ORP/ORPCC
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION -
November 26, 2007 (continued)

The CTUXR CRPP requests that you provide us with a response to this letter and an envire
list of experts who are preparing the draft Tank Closure and Wasle Management
Environmental iTmpact Staterment.

Welook forward to receiving this information. Tharnk you for your atention to this
important matter.

Respectiuvlly,

T

Teara Farrow, Manager
Coltural Resources Protection Program

Ce:

Julie Longenscker, CTUIR
Pzte Garceia, DOE
Annabelle Rodriguez, DOE
Francis Sijohn, DOE

Kevin Clarke, DOE

‘Woody Russell, DOE

Mary E Burandt, ORP/DOE
Charjoite Johnson, SAIC
Shiriey Otlinger, ORP/DOE
Elen Kennedy, PNNL
Thomas McCulloch, ACHP
Robert Whitlagt, DAHP
Mike Sabota, NPT
Anthony Smith, NPT
Russelt Jim, YN

Wade Riggsbee, YN

Rex Buck I1, Wanapum
Stwart Harris, CTUIR

Rico Cruz, CTUIR
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS OF THE YAKAMA NATION — October 14, 2009
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS OF THE YAKAMA NATION - October 14, 2009
(continued)

C-342



Appendix C = Cooperating Agency, Consultation, and Other Interaction Documentation

C.4 INTERACTIONS WITH HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD AND OREGON
HANFORD CLEANUP BOARD

In addition to formal consultation and communication with American Indian tribal governments, DOE
used other forums to reach out to the public during the development of this Final TC & WM EIS. The
following sections provide summaries of DOE’s interactions with the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB)
and the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board and copies of the correspondence with these groups. Comments
were received from HAB and the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board during the public comment period on
the Draft TC & WM EIS. Those letters and DOE responses can be found in Section 3 of the
Comment-Response Document of this Final TC & WM EIS.

Cd4.1 Hanford Advisory Board Mission and Membership

HAB is a nonpartisan, broadly representative body affected by Hanford cleanup issues. The primary
mission of HAB is to provide independent and informed recommendations and advice to DOE, EPA, and
Ecology on selected major policy issues related to the cleanup of Hanford.

The goal of HAB is to develop consensus policy recommendations and advice. It is intended to be an
integral component of some Hanford tribal and general public involvement activities, but not to be the
sole conduit for those activities. Through its open public meetings, advice on agency public involvement
activities, and communication by HAB members with their constituencies, HAB assists the broader public
in becoming informed and involved in Hanford cleanup decisions.

HAB consists of the following organizations, as defined by a Memorandum of Understanding among
DOE, EPA, and Ecology:

e Seven representatives of local governmental interests, including one each appointed by the
governing bodies of Benton County; Franklin and Grant Counties jointly; the Cities of
Kennewick, Richland, Pasco, and West Richland; and one appointed by the Benton-Franklin
Regional Council

¢ One representative of business interests from the Tri-Cities area
e Five representatives of the Hanford workforce
¢ One representative of local environmental interests

e Five representatives of regional citizen, environmental, and public interest organizations with an
active interest in Hanford cleanup issues

¢ One representative each of local and regional public health concerns

¢ One representative each of the three tribes that have treaty rights that are affected by Hanford
cleanup decisions, i.e., the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, and the Nez Perce Tribe

o Two representatives of Oregon State citizens’ interests that might not otherwise be covered by the
categories listed above, including one appointed by the governor of Oregon or the agency that has
the lead role for the State of Oregon on Hanford cleanup issues and one that can represent the
broad interests of Oregon citizens, appointed by the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board
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e Two representatives from regional universities

e No more than four at-large members—individuals who have expressed a general interest in
Hanford cleanup issues and who might otherwise contribute to ethnic, racial, or gender diversity
on HAB

Table C—4 provides a chronology of DOE’s interactions with HAB during development of the “Tank
| Closure EIS” and the Draft and Final TC & WM EIS.

Table C—4. Hanford Advisory Board Outreach

Date

Subject Matter/Purpose of Interaction

Committee

February 7, 2002

HAB Committee sent letter to DOE regarding the
scope of the “Tank Closure EIS.”

HAB Committee

December 6, 2002

HAB Committee sent letter to DOE
recommending that DOE revise the Notice of
Intent for the “Tank Closure EIS” and extend the
scoping period.

HAB Committee

January 9, 2003*

DOE provided an overview of the Notice of
Intent for the “Tank Closure EIS.”

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

January 21, 2003

DOE responded to HAB’s December 6, 2002,
letter and transmitted a copy of the Notice of
Intent published in the Federal Register.

HAB Committee

March 12, 2003

DOE sent letter to the HAB Committee regarding
the scoping comments on the Notice of Intent.

HAB Committee

March 13, 2003*

DOE provided an overview of the alternatives.

HAB Tank Waste

Committee
August 12, 2003* DOE provided an overview of scoping comments | HAB Tank Waste
on the supplemental treatment technologies being | Committee

analyzed in the “Tank Closure EIS.”

October 8 and 9, 2003

DOE provided information regarding public
involvement in the “Tank Closure EIS.”

HAB Joint Committees

October 9, 2003

DOE provided a status update on the “Tank
Closure EIS.”

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

October 21, 2003

DOE provided a written response to issues raised
by HAB in a February 7, 2002, letter.

HAB Committee

January 15, 2004*

DOE provided a status update on the “Tank

HAB Tank Waste

Closure EIS.” Committee
March 3, 2004 DOE provided a status update on the “Tank HAB Tank Waste
Closure EIS.” Committee
May 13, 2004* DOE, Ecology, and HAB discussed tank closure HAB Tank Waste
and transuranic waste tanks. Committee

June 3 and 4, 2004*

DOE, Ecology, and HAB discussed HAB’s
advice on the “Tank Closure EIS.”

HAB Joint Committees

June 4, 2004 HAB sent letter to DOE and Ecology regarding HAB Committee
the scope of the “Tank Closure EIS” and stated
that none of the alternatives are compliant with
the Tri-Party Agreement.

July 8, 2004 DOE sent letter to HAB in response to HAB’s HAB Committee

June 4, 2004, letter.

November 3, 2004

DOE met with HAB to discuss HAB’s advice.

Public Involvement
Committee
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Table C—4. Hanford Advisory Board Outreach (continued)

Date Subject Matter/Purpose of Interaction Committee
April 14, 2005 DOE and Ecology met with HAB to discuss HAB Tank Waste
changes to alternatives and the technical guidance | Committee

document.

June 2, 2005 DOE met with HAB to discuss the technical River and Plateau
guidance document. Committee

October 13, 2005* DOE presented the alternatives. HAB Tank Waste
Committee

January 10, 2006* DOE, Ecology, and HAB met to discuss the HAB Tank Waste
Settlement Agreement. Committee

January 11, 2006*

DOE, Ecology, and HAB met to discuss the
Settlement Agreement.

River and Plateau
Committee

February 1, 2006

DOE met with HAB to discuss the new Notice of
Intent for the Draft TC & WM EIS and scoping.

Public Involvement
Committee

February 2, 2006*

DOE, Ecology, and HAB met to discuss the
Settlement Agreement, scoping of the Draft
TC & WM EIS, and FFTF decommissioning.

HAB Committee

February 8, 2006*

DOE, Ecology, and HAB met to discuss scoping
of the Draft TC & WM EIS, cumulative impacts,
and alternatives.

River and Plateau
Committee

April 6, 2006*

DOE, Ecology, and HAB met to discuss HAB’s
advice.

HAB Committee

April 7, 2006

HAB sent letter to DOE and Ecology transmitting
comments on the scope of the Draft
TC & WM EIS.

HAB Committee

June 30, 2006

DOE and Ecology sent letter to HAB in response
to HAB’s April 7, 2006, letter.

HAB Committee

December 5, 2006

DOE met with HAB to discuss FFTF
decommissioning.

Joint Tank Waste and
Budgets & Contracts
Committee

January 31, 2007

DOE met with HAB to discuss the Technical
Review Group and additional workshop topics.

Public Involvement and
Communication
Committee

February 1 and 2, 2007

DOE met with HAB to discuss manager update
on HAB issues.

HAB Committee

February 14, 2007

DOE met with HAB to discuss the groundwater
model and public involvement.

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

April 5 and 6, 2007

DOE met with HAB to provide status update.

HAB Committee

May 10, 2007

DOE met with HAB to provide overview of the
groundwater vadose zone and discuss manager
update on HAB issues.

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

August 15, 2007

DOE met with HAB to provide status update.

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

September 5, 2007*

DOE and Ecology met with HAB to provide
status update.

Public Involvement
Committee

October 17, 2007*

DOE and Ecology met with HAB to discuss
manager update on HAB issues.

Joint Subcommittee
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Table C—4. Hanford Advisory Board Outreach (continued)

Date

Subject Matter/Purpose of Interaction

Committee

November 1 and 2, 2007*

DOE and Ecology met with HAB to provide
overview of public involvement and the
Technical Review Group.

HAB Committee

February 7, 2008

DOE met with HAB to provide status update.

HAB Committee

April 2, 2008

DOE met with HAB to discuss public
involvement and provide status update.

Public Involvement
Committee

June 5, 2008

DOE met with HAB to provide status update.

HAB Committee

February 5-6, 2009

DOE met with HAB to discuss HAB’s advice on
the comment period for the Draft TC & WM EIS.

HAB Committee

April 15, 2009

DOE met with HAB to provide status update.

HAB Committee

May 29, 2009

DOE met with Hanford Communities to provide
a briefing on the Draft TC & WM EIS.

Hanford Communities

November 20, 2009

DOE met with Hanford Communities to provide
a briefing on the Draft TC & WM EIS.

Hanford Communities

December 15, 2009

DOE met with Hanford Communities to provide
a briefing on the Draft TC & WM EIS.

Hanford Communities

January 14, 2010

DOE met with HAB to provide feedback on the
mailer announcing dates and locations for public
hearings.

Public Involvement
Committee

January 19-20, 2010*

DOE and Ecology met with HAB to discuss the
Draft TC & WM EIS and support comment
development.

HAB Committee

February 1617, 2010**

DOE, Ecology, and EPA attended Committee of
the Whole Meeting to receive feedback on the
Draft TC & WM EIS.

Hanford Communities

April 14, 2010

DOE and Ecology sent letter to HAB confirming
receipt of comments to be responded to in the
Comment-Response Document.

HAB Committee

June 16, 2010**

DOE, Ecology, and EPA met with HAB to
discuss Ecology comments on the Draft TC &
WM EIS and provide an overview of the comment
review process.

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

August 11, 2010%*

DOE, Ecology, and EPA met with HAB to
discuss EPA comments on the Draft TC & WM
EIS and provide an overview of the comment
review process.

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

April 13, 2012

DOE briefed HAB on proposed changes to the
Preliminary Final TC & WM EIS Preferred
Alternatives.

HAB Committee

April 17, 2012*

DOE and Ecology discussed the single-shell tank
permit, Integrated Disposal Facility risk budget
tool, State Environmental Policy Act, and
Preliminary Final TC & WM EIS.

HAB Tank Waste
Committee

May 8, 2012%*

DOE and Ecology met with HAB to discuss the
TC & WM EIS Record of Decision process and
relationship to the Hanford sitewide permit.

HAB Joint River and
Plateau, Tank Waste,
and Public Involvement
Committees
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Table C—4. Hanford Advisory Board Outreach (continued)
Date Subject Matter/Purpose of Interaction Committee
June 7, 2012* DOE and Ecology met with HAB to discuss HAB | HAB Committee
draft advice related to the potential decision on

the changes to the discussion on the Preferred
Alternative for supplemental treatment.

June 8, 2012 HAB sent letter to DOE, EPA, and Ecology with HAB Committee
advice regarding this Final TC & WM EIS.

July 26, 2012 DOE sent letter to HAB in response to HAB’s HAB Committee
June 8, 2012, letter.

August 3, 2012 Ecology sent letter to HAB in response to HAB’s | HAB Committee

June 8, 2012, letter.

* Indicates events in which DOE and Ecology participated.

** Indicates events in which DOE, Ecology, and EPA participated.

Key: DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; Ecology=Washington State Department of Ecology; EPA=U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency; FFTF=Fast Flux Test Facility; HAB=Hanford Advisory Board; “Tank Closure EIS”=“Environmental
Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford
Site, Richland, Washington”; TC & WM EIS=Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for
the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington.
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY - February 7, 2002
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY - February 7, 2002
(continued)
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY - February 7, 2002
(continued)
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY - February 7, 2002
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

Advising:
US Dept of Energy
US Environmental
Protsction Agsncy

Washington State Dapt
of Ecology

CHAIR:
Todd Martin

Ken Bracken "
Sheliey Cimon

BOARD MEMBERS:

Locai Business
Harcld Heacock

Labor/Work Force
Richard Bergiund
8 Carpenter
Susan Leckband
Jofi Luke
Thomas Schafier

Lecal Environment

Local Governmant
Ken Bracken
Pam Brown
Charieg Kilbury
RobertLarson

Dennis Rhades
Jim Curdy

Tribal Government
Russell Jim

Patrick Sobotta

Public Heaith
Margery Swint
Jim Trombold

University
James A. Cochran
Tim Takaro

Public-at-Large
David Cortinas
Norma Jean Germond
Gordon Rogers
Leon Swenson

Reglonal Environ-

Todd Martin
Greg daBruler
Paige Knight
Gerald Pollet
Elizabeth Tabbutt

State of Oregon
Shelley Cimon
Doug Huston

Ex-Officio
Confeceratad Tribes of
the Umatilla

Washington State
Department of Health

A Slts Specific Advisory Board, Chartsrad under tha Faderal Advisory Committea Act
Dec 6, 2002

Roy Schepens, Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection
P.O. Box 450

Richland, WA 99352

Subject: Accelerated Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and
Closure of Tanks Environmental Impact Statement Scoping Period

Dear Mr Schepens,

The Department of Energy (DOE) has informed the Hanford Advisory Board

_ (Board) that the 45 - day scoping period for the Accelerated Retrieval, Treatment,

and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Tanks Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is slated to begin December 16, 2002 and has provided the Board
with a draft Notice of Intent. We have observed that the Notice of Intent (NOI) is
not specific, clear, or informative enough to elicit meaningful comment on the
scope of the EIS.

In the NOL, DOE should clearly state that the repsoit for preparing this EIS is to
evaluate proposed alternatives that would replage the decision to retrieve and
vitrify all High-Level Nuclear Waste in Hanford’s tanks. In addition, the NOI
should clearly identify how DOE's intent to change wutc classifications would
change how the wastes are treated and disposed.

The 1997 Tank Waste Remediation System EIS and its record of decision stated
there were inadequate data and characterization: of tank waste and soil and
groundwater contamination from leaks to consider clesure in an EIS at that time.
The NOI should contain the basis for the decision to include closure in this new
EIS. This is vital for informed public comment on the scope of the EIS.

The Board recommends DOE explain in the NOI what basis it has for its assertion
that adding an additional low activity waste vitrification facility in 2012 “is not
technically or economically practical.” (p. 7)

Considering the importance of this EIS to all stakeholders, the Board strongly
recommends that DOE revise the NOI and exterid the scoping period to aliow more
time for the public to comment. The scoping public meetings should be scheduled
to avoid conflicts with other scheduled public meetings (i.e., State of the Site)
occurring in January and early February.

HABCmu-mnAdmeﬂ)w

d Retrioval, Treatm and Disposal of Tenk Waste and Closuce ka.:E.uvn-un:mu Impact
Statoment Scoping Period o Enviroiaues Hansord Project Office
Adopted: December 6, 2002 1933 Jodwin. Sulte 135

Richiond, WA 99352
Phone: (509) 942-1906
- Fox: (509) 942-1926
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Norm Dicks
Jennifer Dunn
Jay Inslee

Rick Larsen

Jim McDermott
George Nethercutt
Adam Smith

Pat Hale
Mike Hewitt

Jerome Delvin
Shirley Hankins

HAB Consensus Advice #140
Subject: Adoelersted Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste asd Closure of Tanks Environmental Impact
Adopted: - December 6, 2002
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Electronic Access Lo This Document

You may view this document, as well
as all other Department of Education
documents published ir the Federal
Register, in text or Adobe Portable
Document Format {PDF) on the Internet
at the following site: http://www.ed.gov/
legislation/FedRegister.

‘o use PDF you must have Adobe
Acrobat Reader, which is available free
at this site. Il’{ou have questions about
using PDF, call the U.S. Government
Printing Office (GPO), toll [ree, at 1-
888~293-6498; or in the Washington,
DC, area at (202) 512-1530.

Note: The official version of this document
is published in the Federal Register. Free
Internet access lo the official edition of the
Federal Register and the Code of Federal
Regulations is available on GPO Access al:
hhip://vww.access.gpo.gov/naralindex.html.

Dated: January 6, 2003.
Rod Paige,
Secretary of Education.
|FR Doc. 03-386 Filed 1-7-03; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 4000-01~M

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Notice of Intent To Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for
Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of
Tank Waste and Closure of Single-
Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site,
Richland, WA

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) intends to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS)
on the proposed retrieval, treatment,
and disposal of the waste being
managed in the high-level waste (HLW)
tank farms at the Hanford Site near
Richland, Washington, and closure of
the 149 single-shell 1anks (SSTs) and
associated facilities in the HLW tank
farms. The HL\Y tanks contain both
hazardous and radioactive waste (mixed
wasle).

This EIS will be prcPared in
accordance with the National
Environmental Palicy Act (NEPA) and
its implementing regulations (40 CFR
parts 15001508 and 10 CFR part 1021).
DOE's proposed action is to remove
waste from the tanks to the extent that
retrieval is lechnically and
ccononically feasible, treat the waste
through vitrification in the planned
Waste Treatment Plant (\WTP) and/or
one of several other treatment processes
such as bulk vitrification, grout, steam
reforming and sulfate removal,
depending on waste typoe and waste

characteristics. DOE proposes to
package the waste for olfsite shipment
and disposal or onsite disposal. The
tanks would be filled with materials to
iminobilize the residual waste and
prevent long-term degradation of the
tanks and discourage intruder access.

The 149 underground S5Ts and 28
underground double-shell tanks (DSTs)
are grouped in 18 tank farms that are
regulated under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
(RCRA) as treatment, storage, and
disposal units that, for closure purppses,
include tanks, associated ancillar
equipment, and contaminated soils.
DOE proposes to close the tanks in
accordance with the Hanford Federal
Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(also known as the Tri-Parly Agreament
or TPA). DOE invites public comments
on the proposed scope of this EIS.
DATES: The public scoping period begins
with the publication of this Notice and
concludes March 10, 2003. DOE invites
Federal agencies, Native American
tribes, State and local governments, and
mmembers of the public to comment on
the scope of this EIS. DOE will consider
fully all comments received by the close
of the scoping period and will consider
comments received after that dute to the
extent practicable.

Public meetings will be held during
the scoping period. Meetings will be
held in Seattle and Richland,
Washington and in Portland and Hood
River, Oregon on the following dates.

Nichland: February 5, 2003.

Hood River: February 18, 2003.

Portland: February 19, 2003,

Seaottle: February 20, 2003.

At least 15 days prior to the meetings,
DOE will notify the public of the
meeting locations ond times and will
provide additional information about
cach meeting through press releases,
advertisements, mailings and other
methods of encouraging public
participation in the NEPA process. At
these scoping meetings, DOE will
provide information about the tank
waste program and alternatives for
retrieving, treating. and disposing of the
waste, along with alternatives for
closing the SSTs. The meetings will
provide opportunities to comment
orally or in writing on the EIS scope,
including the alternatives and issues
that DOE should consider in the EIS.
ADDRESSES: DOE invites public
comment on the proposed scope of this
EIS. Comments may be submitted by
mail, electronic mail, fax, or voice mail
and atldressed as follows: Mary Beth
Burandt, Document Manager, DOE
Office of River Protection, U.S.
Department of Energy, Post Office Box

450, Mail Stop H6-60, Richland,
Washington, 09352, Attention: Tank
Retrieval and Closure EIS, Electronic
mail: Mary_E_Burandt@rl.gov, Fax:
(509) 376-2002, Telephone and voice
mail: (509) 373-9160.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: To
request information about this EIS and
the public scoping workshops or to be
placed on the EIS distribution list, use
any of the methods identified in
ADDRESSES above. For general
information about the DOE NEPA
process, contact: Carol M. Borgstrom,
Director, Office of NEPA Policy and
Compliance (EH-42), U.S. Department
of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington, DC, 20585-0119, Fax:
(202) 586-7031, Telephone: (202) 586~
4600, Voice mail: {800) 472-2756.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Background

The Hanford Site delense activities
related to nuclear weapons production
created a wide variely of waste. Over 50
million gallons of waste are presently
stored in the HLW tank farms, which are
located in the 200 Area of the Site. The
waste is stored in 149 underground
SS5Ts (ranging in capacity from
approximately 55,000 to 1 million
gallons) and 28 underground DSTs
(ranging in capacity from approximately
one to 1.16 million gallonsfsrouped in
18 tank farms, and approximately 60
smaller miscellaneous underground
storage lanks. This waste has been
processed and transferred between
tanks, and as a result, the chemical,
physical (i.e., liquid, solid and sludge)
and radiological characteristics of the
waste vary greally among and within
individual tanks. In addition, the tank
wasle contoins chemicals or has
characteristics classified as hazardous
waste under RCRA regulations {40 CFR
Parts 260-268 and Parts 270-272) and
as dangerous waste under the
\Washinglon Administrative Code
“Dangerous Wasle Regulations'" (WAC
173-303).

In 1996, DOE issued the Tank Waste
Remediation System (TVWRS) EIS (DOE/
EI5-0189), which included analyses of
alternatives for retrieving and treating
(e.g.. immobilizing) the waste stored in
the tank farms. Because sufficient data
were not available to evaluate a range of
closure actions, tank system closure
alternatives were not evaluated in the
T\VRS EIS. Among the uncertainties
were data regarding past leak losses
from the SSTs and how retrieval
technology would perform to meet
retrieval objectives.

In 1997, DOE issued its Record of
Decision (ROD, 62 FR 8693, February
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26} in which DOE decided that it would
proceed with tank waste retrieval and
treatment, In the ROD and subsequent
supplemental analyses, DOE :
acknowledged that there were
substantial technical uncertainties that
required resolution. Nevertheless, to
make progress while resolving the
technical uncertainties, DOE decided to
implement waste treatment using a
phased approach as identified in the
TWRS ROD. During the initial phase
(Phase 1). DOE planned to design,
construct and operate demonstration-
oot e ant fuciiities.
Following the demanstration phase,
DOE would eonstruct full-scale facilities
to treat the remaining tank waste (Phase
).

DOE’s decision in the TWRS ROD was
consislent with modifications to the Tri-
Party Agreemen! contained in the M-62,
“"Complete Pretreatment, Processing and
Vitrification of Hanford High-level
(ML) and Low-activity (LAW) Tank
Wastes" series of milestones.
Accordingly, DOE proceeded with plans
to design, construct, and operate
facilities that would separate waste intc
high-level and low-activity waste
streams, vitrify the high-level waste
stream and vitrify or similarly
immobilize the LAV stream. These
facilities are now under construction
and are collectively referred to as the
“Waste Treatment Plant” or WTP.

DOE's strategy for retrieving, treating
and disposing of the tank waste and
closing the tank farms has continued to
evolve, based on information becoming
available since the TWRS ROD was
issued. New information and proposed
changes to DOE’s strategy include the
following: -

» Design of and preliminary
performance projections for the WTP
support DOE's proposal to extend
operations beyond the original plan to
operate the WTP for a ten-year period
and to enhance throughput compared to
facilities planned for in the 1997 ROD.

» New information indicates that
deployment of Jarge-scale treatment
facilities in approximately 2012 to
immobilize waste not processed by the
WTP currently under construction, as
identified in the TWRS ROD, may be
prohibitively expensive (DOE/EIS~
0189-SA-3).

* Under DOE Order 435.1
(Radioactive Waste Management), as
applicable, DOE may delermine that
some tank wastes should be managed as
low-level waste (LLVV)} and transuranic
{TRU) waste, which may result in
changes in how DOE may treat and
dispose of portions of the S5T and DST
wastes from the HLW tank farms.

* DOE wants to consider non-
vitrification treatment technologies for
LAW and LLW, if these wastes coutd be
immobilized and disposed of onsite or
offsite, while providing protection to the
human envirenment comparable to
LAW and LL1V immobilized by
vitrification.

In developing its Performance
Management Plan for the Accelerated
Cleanup of the Hanford Site (PMP, DOE/
RL-2000-47, August 2002}, DOE stated
its intent to meet its commitments
under the Tri-Party Agreement, and
iduriified its plan to complete tank
wasle retrieval, treatment and disposal
by 2028, and to close all of the tanks
and associated facilities, including the
WTP, by 2033. DOE's current plans call
for closing all of the SSTs by 2028.

DOE stated in the PMP that to achieve
these objectives. increased capacity will
be needed for the WTP, along with
additional treatment capacity provided
by other waste immobilization
technologies, referred to herein as
"supplemental” technologies (bulk
vitrification, containerized grout, steam
reforming. or sulfate removal are
examples). Also in the PMP and in the
Supplement Analysis for the Tank
Waste Remediation System (DOE/EIS-
0189-8A3, 2001), DOE concluded that
its evolving strategy for treating and
disposing of the tank wastes by 2028
and closing the SSTs by 2028 requires
NEPA analysis of proposed tank waste
relrieval, treatment and disposal, and
proposed tank closure actions.

Further, under the TPA Milestone M-
45, “Complete Closure of All Single-
Shell Tank (SST) Faris,” DOE and the
Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology) have identified a
process to start discussing how 88T
closure would occur. An important part |
of the process DOE and Ecology have
defined for closing tank systems is
compliance with Washinglon State
Dangerous Waste regulations that
require approval of a closure plan and
modification of the Hanford Site
Dangerous Waste Permit. Before Ecology
can approve either a closure plan or
modification of DOE's permit, the State
of Washington must fulfill its State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
requirements. As SEPA is very similar
to NEPA, Ecology can adopt a NEPA
document if it determines that the
document is sufficient to meet SEPA
requirements. Ecology has agreed to be
a cooperating agency in preparing this
EIS.

Need for Action

To meet its commitments under the
Tri-Party Agreement and implement its
plans to close the tank systems and

associated facilities in a timely manher
1o reduce existing and potential futlre
risk to the public, site workers; and the
environment, DOE needs to complete
waste retrieval. treatment and disposal
of the waste from the 5$T and DST
systems by 2028 and close all SST
systems by 2028,

Although DOE is addressing safety
and environmental issues posed by tank
wastes to minimize current potential
risks to human health and the
environment, DOE must also implement
long-term actions to safely manage and
dispose of waste from the tank waste
systems, including waste associated
with inactive miscellaneous
underground storage tanks, and close
the SST systems to reduce permanently
the potential risk to human health and
the environment. These long-term
actions also are needed to ensure
compliance with applicable Federal
requirements regulating the
management and disposal of radioactive
waste, as well as Federal and
Whashington State requirements
regulating hazardous and mixed waste.

Proposed Action

DOE proposes to retrieve waste from
the 140 SST and 28 DST systems and
close the SST tank farms in a manner
that complies with Federal and
Washington State requirements and
protects the human environment.
{Closure of the DSTs and closure of the
WTP are not part of the proposed action
because they are active facililies needed
1o complete waste treatment. Closure of
the DSTs and WTP would be addressed
al a later date, after appropriate NEPA
analysis.) DOE proposes to immobilize
the retrieved waste in the WTP and
through supplemental treatment
technologies such as bulk vitrification,
grout, steam reforming and sulfate
removal, and to package the
immaobilized waste for offsite shipment
and disposal in licensed and/or
permitted facilities or disposal onsite.
DOE proposes to close the SST farms
(including tanks, ancillary equipment
and soils) within the tank farm area by
2028. The tanks would be filled with
materials to immobilize the residual
waste and prevent long-term
degradation of the tanks and discourage
intruder access. Associated support
buildings, structures, Jaboratories, and
the treatment facilities would be
decontaminated and decemmissioned in
a cost-effective, legally compliant, and
environmentally sound manner. Under
the proposed action, DOE would use
existing, modified, or, if required, new
systems to assure capability to store and
manage waste during retrieval and
treatment.
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Background on Development of
Allernatives

The proposed action could result in
changes to DOE's tank waste
management program with respect to
waste storage, waste retrieval, waste
trealment, waste disposal, and tank farm
closure at the Hanford Site. These key
variables were evaluated to develop the
range of reasonable alternatives
identified below. In terms of waste
storage. the EIS would analyze the use
of th.e exiating waste storage systems
and evaluate the need [or new storage
systems. With regard to wasle retrieval,
DOE would evaluate a range of timing
of retrieval and the technologies used,
from past-praciice sluicing as analyzed
in the TWRS EIS to dry retrieval.
Treatment and disposal alternatives for
portions of the SST and DST waste
would be evaluated based on some
volume of the waste being classified as
LLW or TRU waste pursuant to DOE
Order 435.1. The wasle identified as
LLW could be treated nand packaged for
onsite or offsite disposal. The waste
identified as TRU waste could be treated
and packaged for transport and disposal
at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP)
near Carlsbad, New Mexico.

Unless a specific alternative identifies
a waste type as LLW and/or TRU waste,
the waste would be analyzed as HLW or
LAW for the purposes of treatment and
disposal. The alternatives for waste
treatment include: 1) Treating all wastes
via an enhanced WTFP as vitrified waste;
2) treating HLW via the WTP and LAW
via WTP or supplemental treatmaents; or
3) treating the waste as stated in #2 and/
or supplemental treatment for LLW and
TRU waste in the tank farms, in which
case some waste would not be processed
through the WTP. The options for waste
disposal include disposing of the waste
onsite using existing or new facilities,
disposing of the waste al of(site
government facilities (e.g., a geological
repository, WIPP, DOE's Nevada Test
Site) or using onsite and offsite
commercial facilities (such as
Envirocare in Utah) for disposal of
Hanford waste. Alternatives for tank
closure would be evaluated based on
broad closure strategies including clean
closure (removal of the tanks, ancillary
facilities, and contaminated soils) and
landfill closure (residual waste left in
place and post closure care).

Proposed Alternatives

Each of the six alternatives contains a
waste storage, retrieval, treatment and
disposal componenl. Alternatives 3
through 6 also include a tank closure
component. The main differences
among the alternatives include the

exlent of waste retrieval, the waste
treatment and disposal approach, the
tank closure approach, and timing to
complete the necessary activitics.

1. No Action

The Council on Environmental
Quality NEPA Regulations (40 CFR parts
1500-1508), and the DOE NEPA
Regulations (10 CFR part 1021) require
analysis of a No Action alternative.

Storage: DOE would continue current
waste management operations using
existing storage facilities. Immabilized
(i.e., vitrified) High-level Waste (IHLW)
would be stored onsite pending disposal
at a geologic repository. Once WTP
operations are completed, all tank waste
system storage (SSTs and DSTs),
treatment, and disposal facilities at the
Hanford Site would be placed in a
stand-by n?ermional condition.

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to
the extent required to provide waste
feed to the WTP using currently
available liquid-based retrieval and Jeak
detection technologies (approximately
25-50% of the total waste volume
would be retrieved).

Treatment: No new vitrification or
treatment capacity beyond that
anticipated in the WTP would be
deployed. However, the WTP would be
modified within parameters provided
for in the TWRS ROD to increase
throughput. The WTP would continue
to operate until ils design life ends in
2046.

Disposal: The residual waste in tanks
and ﬂfc wasle remaining in tanks that
had not been retrieved (approximately
50 lo 75% of the total waste valume)
would remain in the tank farm
indefinitely. Immobilized Low Activity
Waste (ILAW) (by vitrification) would
be disposed ol onsite. IHLW would be
stored onsite pending disposal at a
geological repository. For purposes of
analysis, administrative control of the
tank farns would end following a 100-
year period.

Closure: Tank closure would nol be
addressed; under this alternative, some
waste would be left in the tanks
indefinitely.

2. Implement the 1997 Record of
Decision (\With Modifications)

This alternative would continue
implementation of decisions made in
the TWRS ROD and as considered in
three supplement analyses completed
through 2001, (See “RELATED NEPA
DECISIONS AND DOCUMENTS"™ below
for references.) Under these supplement
analyses, DOE concluded that changes
in the design and operation of the WTP
as defined in its contracls and program
plans, were within the bounds of

analysis of environmental impacts in
the TWRS EIS. Among the key
modifications that would occur under
this alternative are: (1) Implementing
the initial phase of waste treatment with
one ILAW facility rather than two, (2)
expanding the design capacity of the
ILAW facility from 20 metric tons of -
glass per day to 30 metric tons of glass
rer day. and (3) extending the design

ife of the Phase 1 facilitics from 10 years
to 40 years. Under this alternative, no
new actions would be taken beyond
those previously described in the TWRS
ROD and supplement analyses regarding
the tank waste.

Storage: DOE would continue current
wasle management operations using
existing storage facilities as described
under No Action.

Retrieval: Wasle would be retrieved to
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e.,
residual waste would not exceed 360
cubic feet for 100 series tanks or 36
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which
would correspond to 99% retrieval)
using currently available liquid-based
retrieval and leak detection systems.

Treatment: The existing WTP would
be modified to enhance throughput and
supplemented with additional
vitrification capacity, as needed, to
complete waste trealment by 2028.
Under this alternative, all waste
retrieved from tanks (approximately
99%) would be vitrified.

Disposal: Retrieved and treated waste
would be disposed of onsite (ILAW) or
stored onsite pending disposal at a
geologic repository (THLW). Once
operations are completed, all tank waste
system wasle slorage, treatment, and
disposal facilities at the Hanford Site
would be placed in a stand-by
operational condition. The residual
waste would remain in the tank farm
indefinitely. For purposes of analysis,
DOE assumes under this alternative that
it would cease to maintain
administrative control after a 100-year
period.

Closure: Tank closure would not be
addressed under this allernative. Some
waste would be left in the tanks
indefinitely.

3.0 Landfill Closure of Tank Farms/
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal

Storoge: DOE would continue current
waste management operations using
existing stomee facilities. )

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e.,
residual waste would not exceed 360
cubic feet for 700 series tanks or 36
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which
would correspond to 99% retrieval)
using currenlfy available liquid-based
retrieval and leak detection systems.
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Treatment: Retrieved waste would be
treated with the WTP capacity based on
enhanced and/or modified performance
of operating systems (e.g.. modifications
to melters to increase throughput). WTP
capacity would be supplemented with
additional waste treatinent capacity to
immobilize LAW using a non-
vitrilication technology. New non-
vitrification sucrplemenlal treatment
capacity would be developed external o
the \WWTP to immobilize a portion of the
tank waste that would be designated as
LLW pursuant ta DOE Order 435.1 and/
or prepare & portion of the tank was'e
that would be designated as TRU waste
for disposal. Waste treatment under this
alternative would be completed in 2028
and all SST tank systems would be
closed by 2028.

Disposal: ILAWV immobilized via the
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at
offsite commercial (e.g.. U.S. Ecology of
Washington or Envirocare of Utah) or
DOE facilities (Nevada Test Site). IHLW
would be stored onsite pending disposal
at a national gealogic repository. LLW
immobilized external to the WTP would
be disposed of onsile or at offsite
commercial or DOE facilities. TRU
waste would be packaged and stored
onsile in an existing or new facility
pending disposal at the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant [WIPP).

Closure: As operalions are completed,
SST wasle sysicm, waste storage.
treatment and disposal facilities at the
Hanford Site wourd be closed as a RCRA
landfill unit under Dangerous Waste
Regulations under \WWAC 173-303 and
DOE Order 435.1, as applicable, or
decommissioned (wastc treatment
facilities under DOE Order 430.1A). The
tanks would be filled with materials to
immobilize the residual waste and
prrevent long-terin degradation of the
tanks and discourage intruder access.
Tanks, ancillary equipment, and
contaminated soils would be remediated
and remain in place and the closed tank
systems would be covered with an
engineered barrier that exceeds RCRA
landiill requirements and is the more
protective of the landfill options being
evaluated {i.e., Hanford barrier).

The main differences between this
alternative and other alternatives
involve: 1) Using a more robust barrier
for closure of tank systems that would
provide longer term protection from
contaminant releases from closed tank
systems and limit intrusion into the
closed system compared to the barrier
evaluated under Alternatives 5 and 6
(tanks would not be closed under
Alternatives 1 and 2, thus no barriers
would be used); and 2) Treatment and
disposal of treated waste would be the
same for Alternatives 3 through 5

allowing for a comparison of the
impacls associated with deployment of
systems to treat and dispose o
transuranic waste (Alternatives 3
through 5) to treatment of waste via the
WTP and subsequent management as
ILAW and IHLW (Alternatives 2 and 8).

4.0 Clean Closure of Tank Farms/
Onsite and Offsite Waste Disposal

Storoge: DOE would continue current
waste managemenl operations using
existing storage facilities that would bz
modified, as neaded, to support
ninimizing liguid losses from SSTs and
accelerating SST waste retrieval into
safer slorage pending retrieval for
treatment.

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved
using multiple wasle retrieval
campaigns using various retrieval
technologies (e.g., confined sluicing,
crawlers), to the extent needed to
sypport clean closure requirements (i.e.,
0.1% residual in the tanks or 99.9%
waste retrieved from tanks) using liquid
and non-liquid retrieval and enhanced
in-tank and/or ex-tank lenk detection
systems.

Treatment: Relrieved waste would be
treated with the WTP capacity based on
enhanced and/or modified performance
of operating systems [see Alternative 3).
Neuw alternative treatment capacity to
immobilize LLW (¢.g.. bulk vitrification,
conlainerized grout, steam reforming,
sulfate removal) and/or prepare TRU
waste for disposition would be
developed external to the WTP. Waste
treatment under this alternative would
be completed in 2028 and all SST tank
syslems would be closed by 2028.

Disposal: LAW immobilized via the
WT#P would be disposed of onsite or at
offsite commercial or DOE facilities (see
Alernative 3). JHLWY would be stored
onsite pending disposal at a national
geologic repository. LLW immobilized
external to the WTP would be disposed
of onsite or al offsite commercial or DOE
facilities (See Alternative 3). TRU waste
would be retrieved from tanks, packaged
in a new facility. and stored onsite in
existing or new storage facilities
pending shipment t¢ and disposal at the
WIPP.

Closure: Clean closure reflects
minimal residual waste in tanks and
ancillary equipment, and contaminated
soils remediated in place and/or
removed from the tank system to be
treated and disposed of in accordance
with RCRA requirements. As operations
are completed, all SST system storage,
treatment, and disposal facilities at the
Hanford Site would be closed. Waste
storage and disposal facilities would be
closed in a manner that supported

future use on en unrestricted basis and
that did not require post-closure care.
The main di?ferences between this
alternative and the other alternatives
are: 1) The greatest amount of waste is
retrieved from tanks based on multiple
technology deployments; and 2) tan
systems would be closed to meet clean
closure standards. Treatment and
disposal of treated waste would be the
same for Alternatives 3 through 5,
allowing a comparison of the impacts
associated with deployment of systems
to treat and dispose of TRU waste
(Alternatives 3 through $) to treatment
of TRU waste via the waste treatment

- plant (Alternatives 2 and 6).

5.0 Accelerated Landfill Closure/
Onsite and Offsite (Vaste Disposal

Storage: DOE would continue current
waste management operations usin,
existing storage facilities that would be
modified or supplemented with new
waste storage facilities, to suppart
actions regarding near-term acceleration
of tank waste retrieval and treatment.
Under this alternative, some SSTs
would be retrieved and closed by 2006,
exceeding the existing TPA M—45
commitmentls.

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to
the Tri-Party Agreemenl goal to the
extent feasible using currently available
liquid-based retrieval and leak detection
systeins (residual waste would
carrespond to 90-99% retrieval).

Treatment: Wasle treatment would be
completed no later than 2024 and SST
systems would be closed by 2028.
Retrieved waste would be treated with
the WTP capacity based on enhanced
and/or modified performance of
operating systems. as described under
Alternative 2. \WTP capacity would be
supplemented with new treatment
capacity to immobilize LLW. New
treatment capacity to immobilize LLW
and/or prepare TRU waste for
disposition would be developed
external to the WTP.

Disposal: LAW immobilized via the
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at
offsite commercial or DOE facilities.
IHLW would be stored onsite pending
disposal at the proposed national
geologic repository. LLW immobilized
external to the WTP would be disposed
of onsite or at offsite commercial or DOE
facilities. Transuranic waste would be
packaged and stored onsite pending
disd?osal at the WIPP.

losure: As operations are completed,
SST tank waste system wasle storage,
treatment, and disposal facilities would
be closed as a RCRA landfill unit under
Dangerous Waste Regulations under
WAC 173-303 and DOE Order 435.1, or
decommissioned (waste trealment
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facilities under DOE Order 430.1A).
Waste storage and disposal facilities
would be closed as RCRA landfill units
under applicable state Dangerous Waste
Regulations (WAC 173-303). The tanks
would be filled with materials to
immobilize the residual waste and
prevent long-term degradation of the
tanks and discourage intruder access.
Tank systems [tanks, ancilla
equipment, and soils) would be closed
in place and would be covered with a
ol GLd BORA beorieg (e, 2 barries
with performance characteristics that
exceed RCRA requirements for disposal
of hazardous waste).

The main difference between this
alternative and the other alternatives are
(1) completion of some SST closure
actions by 2006, completion of all waste
treatment by 2024, and closure of all
SST systems by 2028 in contrast to
Alternatives 2, 3 and G, which would
complete waste treatiment in 2028 and
SST tank systems closure i 2026 and;
(2) noneimedistion of ancillary
equipment and contaminated soil,
allowing a comparison with the more
extensive remediation analyzed under
Alternalive 3. Another main difference
between this alternative and Alternative
3 is the use of a modified RCRA barrier.
Treatment and disposal of treated waste
would be the same for Alternatives 3
through 5, allowing for a comparison of
the impacts associated with deployment
of systems to treat and dispose of
transuranic waste (Alternatives 3
through 5) to treatment of transuranic
wasle via the WTP (Alterpatives 2 and
6).

6.0 Landfill Closure/Onsite and Offsite
Wasle Disposal

Storage: DOE would continue current
waste management operations using
exisling storage facilities that would be
modified, as needed, to support SST
waste retrieval and treatment.

Retrieval: Waste would be retrieved to
the Tri-Party Agreement goal (i.e.,
residual waste would not exceed 360
cubic feel for 100 series tanks or 36
cubic feet for 200 series tanks, which
corresponds to retrieval of 99%) using
liguid and non-liguid based retrieval
and enhanced leak detection systems.

Treatment: Retrieved waste would be
treated with the WTP capacity based on
enhanced and/or modified performance
of operating systems. Supplemental
treatment technologies would be used to
immobilize LLW. New non-vitrification
trealment capacity to immobilize LLW
for disposition would be developed
external ta the \WWTP. VVaste treatment
under this alternative would be
- completed in 2028, and all SST systems
wou{d be closed by 2028.

Disposal: ILAW immobilized via the
WTP would be disposed of onsite or at
offsite commercial or DOE facilities.
IHLW would be stored onsite pending
disposal at a national geologic
repository. LLW immobilized external
to the \WWTP would be disposed of onsite
or at offsite commercial or DOE
facilities.

Closure: As operations are completed,
all tank waste system waste storage,
treatment, and disposal facilities at the
T1anfard Site wauld be closnd (tank farm
systems) or decommissioned (waste
treatment facilities). The tanks would be
filled with materials to immabilize the
residual waste and prevent long-term
degradation of the tanks and discourage
intruder access. Waste storage and
disposal facilities would be closed as
RCRA land[ill units under applicable
state Dangerous \Waste Regulations
(WAC 173-303). Residual waste in
tanks, ancillary equipment, and
contaminated soiis would e remediated
in place as needed inaccordance with
RCRA requirements, and the closed tank
systems would be covered with a
modifiod RCRA barrier.

The main difference between this
alternative and the other alternatives is
that under this alternative there would
not be a separate TRU waste stream
(Alternatives 3 through 5). As with
Alternative 2, waste would be treated in
the WTP and subsequently managed as
either ILAW or IHLW.

Preliminary Identification of EIS
Issues: The following issues have been
tentatively identified for analysis in the
EIS. The list is presented to facilitate
comment on the scope of the EIS; it is
not intended to be all-inclusive or to
predetermine the potenlial impacts of
any of the allernatives. ) )

+ Effects on the public and onsite
workers from releases of radiological
and nonradiological materials during
normal operations and reasonably
forcseeabgs nccidents.

+ Long-term risks to human
populations resulling from wasle
disposal and residual tank system
wastes.

« Effects on air and water quality
from normal operalions and reasonably
foreseeable accidents, including long-
term jimpacls on groundwater.

+ Cumulative effects, including
impacls from other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeagle aclions at the
Hanford Site.

= Effects on endangered species,
archaeological/cultural/historical sites,
foodplains and wetlands, and priority
habitat.

+ Effects from onsite and offsite
transportation and from reasonably
foreseeable transportation accidents.

+ Socioeconomic impacls on
surrounding communities.

= Disproportionately high and
adverse effects on low-income and
minority populations (Environmental
Justice).

+ Unavoidable adverse environmental
effects.

+ Short-term uses of the environment
versus long-term productivity.

« Potential irretrievable and
irreversible commitment of resources.

« The censuniption of natural
resources and energy, including water,
natural gas, and electricity.

= Pollution prevention, waste
minimization, and potential mitigative
measures.

Related NEPA Decisions and
Documents: The following lists DOE
other NEPA documents that are related
10 this proposed Hanford Site Tank
Retrieval and Closure EIS.

43 FR 46155, 1980. “Nouhle-Shell Tanks
for Lesfense High-Levo! Fadtoactive
Waste Storage, Hanford Site,
Richland, Washinglon; Record of
Decision,” Federal Register.

53 FR 12449, 1968, “Disposal of
Hanford Defense High-Level
Transuranic, and Tank Wastes,
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington;
Record of Decision,” Federal Register,

60 FR 28680, 1995, “Programmalic
Sperit Nuclear Fuel Management and
Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory Environmenlal Restoration
and Waste Management Program, Part
11I: Record of Decision,” Federal
Register.

60 FR 54221, 1995, ""Final
Environmental Impact Statement for
the Safe Interim Storage of Hanford
Tank Wasles al the Hanford Site,
Richland, WA; Record of Decision,”
Federal Register.

60 FR 61687, 1995, “Record of Decision
Safe Interim Storage of Hanford Tank
\Vastes, Hanford Site, Richland,
VWashington,” Federal Regisler.

61 FR 3922, 1996, "'Availability of the
Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Management of Spent
Nuclear Fuel from the K Basins at the
Hanford Site, Richland, WA; Notice of
Availability of Final Environmental
Impact Statement,” Federal Register.

61 FR 10736, 1996, "Management of
Spent Nuclear Fuel from the K Basins
at the Hanford Site, Richland, WA,
ACTION: Notice of Record of
Decision,” Federal Register.

62 FR 8693, 1997, "'Record of Decision
for the Tank Waste Remediation
System, Hanfard Site, Richland,
Washington,” Federal Register.

DOE/EA-0479, 1990, Collecting Crust
Samples from Level Detectors in Tank
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - March 12, 2003

Richland, Washington 99352

MAR 12 2003

03-ORP-019

Mr. Todd Martin, Chair
Hantord Advisory Board

1933 Jadwin Avenue, Suite 135
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr, Martin:

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD (HAB) CONSENSUS ADVICE #144: TANK
WASTE RETRIEVAL AND CLOSURE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT '
STATEMENT (EIS) SCOPING

Reference: 1IAB letter from T. Martin to M. E. Burandt, ORP, “Tank Waste Retrieval and
Closure FIS Scoping,” dated February 7, 2003,

Thank you for the formal comments (Reference) on the proposed scope of the EIS for Retrieval,
Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closare of the Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford
Site. We recently completed public scoping meetings in Richland and Seattle, Washington, and
Hood River and Portland, Oregon, and are reviewing the scoping comments received during the
scoping period.

-The next step-is development of the draft EIS. Tn:chapter 1.of the draft EIS, the HAB,
stakeholders, Tribal Nations and the public will be able to see how scoping comments were
addressed. T also committed to provide periodic updates to the IIAB on major activities through
the Tank Waste Subcommittee as we develop the draft EIS.

I'have enclosed a copy of the presentation used at the public scoping meetings in Hood River,
Portiand, and Seattle,

Y appreciate the time the HAB has taken throughout the EIS process to date, during internal and
formal scooping, to provide feedback during this process. Iam looking forward to continued
dialog on these important issues. :

KTTACHMENT SAVE AS LETTER NO,
03~ ORP~03 2
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - March 12, 2003

(continued)

Mr. Todd Martin

MAR 12 2003

03-ORP-019

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (509) 373-9160, or Erik
Olds, Office of Communications, (509) 372-8656.

Sincerely,

W,?p,% Bh Lesamert?

~ Mary Beth Burandt

ORP:MEB
Enclosure *

cc w/encl:

I. E. Loving, EH-42

M. S. Crosland, EM-11

W. W. Ballard, RL

K A.Klein, RL

M. K. Marvin, RL

Diane Stock, Columbia Energy
Tom Fitzsimmons, Ecology
Michael Wilson, Ecology
Penny Mabrie, Envirolssues
Michael Gearheard, EPA
John Iani, EPA, Region 10

U.S. Senators (OR}
Gordon H. Smith

Ron Wyden

U.S. Senators (WA)

Maria Cantwell
Patty Murray

U.S. Representatives (OR)}
Earl Blumenauer

Peter DeFazio

Darlene Hooley

Greg Walden

David Wu

* Enclosure not included.

NEPA Document Managcer

U.S. Representatives (WA)
Brian Baird

Norm Dicks

Jennifer Dunn

Jay Inslee

Richard Hastings

Rick Larsen

Jim MeDermott

George Nethercult

Adam Smith

* State Senators (WA)

Pat Hale
Mike IHewitt

State Representatives (WA)

Jerome Delvin

Shirley Hankins
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - October 21, 2003
(continued)
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Attachment to U.S. Department of Energy to Hanford Advisory Board, October 21, 2003 -
Response to Advice #144 (continued)
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - June 4, 2004 (continued)
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - July 8, 2004

P.0. Box 450
Richland, Washington 99352

JUL 08 2004

04-ORP-046

Mr. Todd Martin, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

1933 Jadwin Avenue, Suite 135
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Mr. Martin:
HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD (HAB) ADVICE #164 — TANK CLOSURE EIS ALTERNATIVES

Reference:  HAB letter from T. Martin to R. Schepens, ORP and L. Hoffman, Ecology, "Tank Closure
EIS Alternatives,” dated June 4, 2004.

In response to HAB Consensus Advice #164, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations requires
agencies such as the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection (ORP) to analyze a full range
of alternative actions in each EIS, including the no action altemative, and the potential

impacts associated with those alternatives. ORP believes that alternatives currently under development
in the draft EIS are consistent with tank waste treatment commitments under the Tri Party Agreement.

Public discussion during the scoping phase of the Tank Clasure EIS focused on inclusion of an all Waste
Treatment and Immobilization Plant (WTP) vitrification alternative and general timeframes for
completion of the various alternatives to be evaluated. The EIS currently focuses on two aspects relative
to treatment, an all glass WTP vitrification alternative and an all glass WTP-with supplemental treatment
vitrification alternative. Both zlternatives are consistent with the Tri Party Agreement commitments for
treatment of tank waste.

The draft EIS also evaluates a range of completion dates for the alternatives to examine the short-term
and long-term impacts. These timeframes include dates for completion of waste treatment in 2024, 2030,
2034, 2083, or 2153, depending on the assumptions for the particular alternative. In the preliminary
evaluation, slight shifts in timeframes (between two and five years) between the start and completion of
the longer operational cycles have minimal impacts. The 2028 timeframe is incorporated in the range of
treatment dates analyzed, specifically the 2024-2034 periods, and is consistent with TPA commitments
for completion of tank waste treatment.

As ORP has briefed the HAR on several occasions, the River Protection Project baseline achieves the
completion of tank waste treatment in 2028 - a TPA commitment ORP intends to meet or exceed. We
look forward to further discussions with the HAB regarding the drzaft Tank Closure EIS and to the HAB’s
advice once the draft is released for public review in the fall.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - July 8, 2004
(continued)

Mr. Todd Marti 2. b omn
041:0R0P-046mm JUL 0 & 2004

If you have any further questions please contact me, or you may contact Mary Beth Burandt, ORP,
(509) 373-9160.

Sincerely,
. chepen@
ORP:TEO Manager
cc: 8. L. Waisley, EM-33 .S, Representatives (WA)
M. Wilson, Ecology Brian Baird Rick Larsen
M. Gearheard, EPA Norm Dicks Jim McDermott
J. Tani, EPA Jennifer Dunn George Nethercutt
K. A.Klein, RL Richard Hastings Adam Smith
The Oregon and Washington

Congressional Delegations

U.S. Senators {OR)
Gordon H. Smith
Ron Wyden

U.S. Senators (WA)
Maria Cantwell
Patty Murray

U.S. Representatives (OR)

Earl Blumenauer
Peter DeFazio
Darlene Hooley
Greg Walden
David Wu

State Senators {WA)

Jerome Delvin
Mike Hewitt

State Representatives (WA)
Shirley Hankins
Sean Mc¢Grath
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - April 7, 2006

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

Advising;
US Dept of Energy

US Environmental
Pretection Agency

Washington State Dept
of Ecolegy

CHAIR:
Todd Martin

CO-VICE CHAIRs:
Susan Leckband

BOARD MEMBERS:

Local Business
Harold Heacack

LaborWork Force
Mike Keizer
Thomas Carpenter
Susan Leckband
Jeff Luke
Rebecca Holland

Lacal Environment
Gene Van Lew

Local Government
Maynard Plahuta
Pam Larsen
Gwen Luper
Rob Dawvis
Jerry Peltier
Jim Curdy
Baob Parks

Tribal Government
Russell Jim
Gabrigl Bohnea

Public Healih
Margery Swint
Jim Trombold

University
Mark Oberle
Jane Twaddle

Puhlic-at-Large

Norma Jean Germand
Keith Smith
Bab Parazin

Regional Environ-
ment/Citlzen
Todd Martin
Greg deBruler
Paige Knight
Gerald Pollet

State of Dregon
Larry Clucas
Ken Niles

Ex-Officio
Confederated Tribes of
the Umatilla
Washington State
Department of Health

A Sita Spacific Advisory Board, Chartered under the Faderaf Advisory Commitige Act

April 7, 2006

Keith Klein, Manager

UJ.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
P.O. Box 550 (A7-50)

Richland, WA 99352

Roy Schepens, Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection
P.O. Box 450

Richland, WA 99352

Jay Manning, Director

Washington State Department of Ecology
P.G. Box 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Re: Tank Closure & Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mssrs. Klein, Schepens, and Manning,
Advice

The Hanford Advisory Board (Board) is concerned that the timeline to develop and
issue the Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement
(TC&WM EIS) 15 inadequate to ensure the quality of the requisite product. The
present timeline is arbitrary and does not ensure that adequate characterization of
contamination and waste will be performed before a credible cumulative impact
analysis can be undertaken.

The Board has repeatedly calied for a cumulative impact analysis in a Central
Plateau EIS, The TC& WM EIS presents an opportunity for just such an analysis.

As soon as possible, Ecology should identify the state requirements that are
necessary to define an adequate EIS under the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA} and the relevant rules related to state decisions that will be made from this
EIS.

The following comments on the scope of the EIS are also Board advice.
Attachment 1 provides new comments detatling the Board’s advice. Attachment 2
provides previous Board advice relevant to this EIS.

Envirplssuas Hanfoerd Project Dffice
713 Jadwin, Suite 4

HAB Consensus Advice #185 Richiand, WA 93352
Subject: TCEWM EIS Phone: {509) 3421906
Adopted: April 7, 2006 Far: [509) 042-1926
Page 1
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - April 7, 2006 (continued)

General Comments

¢ All known existing and planned waste streams on the Hanford site should be

included in the analysis to provide a sound foundation for cleanup decisions
and remedy selections. After credible characterization is done, the cumulative
impact analysis will need to address the impacts from policy choices and
altematives for such things as:

a) tetrieving pre-1970s and other buried and discharged wastes;

b) contamination from high-level nuclear waste tank leaks; and,

¢) long-term stewardship.

The analyses of alternatives in the EIS, after characterization, must address
what will be done with the wastes retrieved;, what are the quantities and types
of wastes which may remain, need treatment or disposal; and what are the
impacts from each alternative.

o DOE currently estimates the EIS will take two years to complete (with a
Record of Decision i1ssued in June, 2008). The Board is concemed that the
schedule does not allow for the necessary characterization. While the Board 15
nof suggesting an open-ended characterization project, reasonabie
characterization of waste sites not currently adequately characterized is
necessary to support credible analyses. The schedule for the EIS should be
driven by characterization, data, and analysis needs, not an arbitrary timeline.

A reasonable timeline should be provided to the public regarding the time
required to characterize waste releases and residues to meet the minimum
requirements for a credible cumulative impact analysis.

As support for this concern, in response to Board Advice #148 (August, 2003),
the EPA Region 10 Hanford Project Office stated that site-wide analysis of
cumulative impacts could be initiated by 2008 based on the completion of
Comprehensive Environmental Respense, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA) and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility
investigations.

o The EIS must recognize, incorporate and meet the requirements, methadologies
and standards of all applicable federal and state regulations. Failing to meet
these requirements could resuit in an EIS that is not acceptable to Washington
State and result in wasted time, money and effort.

o The EIS should include analysis of at least one altemative that complies with
the Tn-Party Agreement for treatment and removal of tank wastes.

HAB Consensus Advice #1835
Subject:TC& WM EIS
Adopted: April 7, 2006

Page 2
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF_ ENERGY AND WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - April 7, 2006 (continued)

0 The EIS should be accompanied by a peer-reviewed quality assurance process.
Past Board Advice (#162) recommended an independent panel to review the
groundwater risk assessment work in the Tank Closure EIS, Salid Waste EIS
and Composite Analysis on behalf of the Board. This panel was never
constituted. However, this EIS provides an opportunity for the spirit of this
advice to be included during the development of the TC& WM EIS.

0 Additionally, DOE and Ecology should work with the Board to create public
involvement mechanisms that ensure regutar dialogue between risk assessors,
document authors and stakeholders concerning the status of the EIS and its
assumptions, analyses, methodologies, etc. This dialogue can be used to
illustrate how Board comments have been incorporated into the EIS, will assist
the agencies in real-time problem resolution, and will hopefully build Board
support for the final EIS.

Sincerely,

ﬂ/}///z/ yA

Todd Martin, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

This advice represents HAB consensus for this specific topic. It should not be taken o of contexi
to exirapolate Bourd agreement un other subject mtters.

ce: Carol Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA Pol icy and Compliance, U.S.
Department of Energy, Headquarters
Mary Beth Burandt, U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection
Laura Cusack, Washington State Department of Ecology
Michaet Bogert, U S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
Shirley Olinger, Co-Deputy Designated Federal Official, U.S. Department
of Energy, Office of River Protection
Dave Brockman, Co-Deputy Designated Federal Official, U.S. Department
of Energy, Richland Operations Office
Nick Ceto, Environmental Protection Agency
Jane Hedges, Washi ngton State Department of Ecology
Doug Frost, 1.8, Department of Energy Headquarters
The Oregon and Washington Congressional Delegations

HAB Consensus Advice #185
Subject: TCEWM ETS
Adopted: April 7, 2006
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY - April 7, 2006 (continued)

U.S. Senators (OR) U.S. Senators (WA)
Gordon H Smith Maria Cantwell
Ron Wyden Patty Murray

U.S. Representatives (OR)

Earl Blumenauer Greg Walden

Peter DeFazio David Wu

Darlene Hooley

1.S. Representatives (WA)

Brian Baird Cathy McMotris

Norm Dicks Jim McDermott

Jay Inslee David Reichert

Richard Hastings Adam Smith Rick Larsen

State Senators (WA) State Representatives (WA)
Jerome Delvin Larry Haler

Mike Hewitl Shirley Hankins

HARB Consensus Advice #185
Subject: TC& WM EIS
Adopted: Apnl 7, 2006
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 1 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Detailed Comments

Attachment 1: DETAILED COMMENTS
The HAB requests specific responses to each comment.
TOPIC ONE: Actions, alternatives and impacts for all Hanford waste sites.

1. Scope should include a roadmap to locate actions, alternatives and impacts for
all identified waste sites on the Central Plateau.

2. Disposition alternatives for the Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF), Plutonium
Reaction Test Reactor (PRTR) and N Reactor should be included in a separate,
self-standing EIS which should also update actions, alternatives and impacts for
the eight production reactors (B, C, D, DR, F, H,KE, and KW.) The
cumulative impact of all 11 reactors should be included in the TC&WM EIS.

3. Scope should inciude cumulative impacts of all wastes proposed to be disposed.
In addition, the burden from prior disposal and contamination needs to be
considered, along with mitigation measures. Analyses should be based on State
cleanup and health-based standards and the Native American subsistence
scenario, not solely DOE’s own standards.

4. Scope should include consideration of the range of alternatives for cleanup and
closure of the unlined burial grounds which includes pre-1970 waste sites and
chemical wastes. The altemnatives presented should be retrieval and cleanup to
the extent practical in compliance with applicable requirements.

5. Scope should inciude an estimated inventory of wastes in the burial grounds,
cribs and soi] around leaking SSTs, and characterizing the extent and mobility
of contamination as required by applicable laws. The EIS should include an
explanation pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.22 of how the cumulative impact analysis
can be performed when inventory and characterization data do not exist.

6. Scope should include alternatives for the treatment of tank wastes as entirely
separate from alternatives for closure of tanks.

7. Scope should include a discussion of how DOE intends to make tank closure
decisions on those tanks where there may be inadequate current
characterization to support regulatory closure decisions.

8. Scope should include the cumulative and route-specific effects of transporting
wastes from multiple sites to and from Hanford. For example, the HSW-EIS
estimated impacts in Oregon and Washington using generic transportation

HAB Consensus Advice #185
Subject: TCE&WM EIS
Adopted: Apnl 7, 2006
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Attachment 1 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Detailed Comments (continued)

parameters. The analysis did not consider the specific transport route
conditions, which may result in alternate routes being used.

9. The EIS should not assume additional landfill volume for offsite waste disposal
bevond the limits established in the June 2004 Record of Decision.

10. The risks from Hanford waste should be clearly delineated from the risks from
offsite waste in the EIS to determine whether acceptable tisk levels will be
exceeded prior to the addition of offsiie waste. This delineation is needed to
determine whether Hanford can accept offsite waste without unacceptable risk
to the environment,

TOPIC TWO: Infrastructure.

Because of delays in the startup and operation of the Waste Treatment and
Immobilization Plant to beyond 2017, important infrastructure that was originally
expected to operate 2007-2018 may exceed design life and need replacement by the
time of hot startup. As a result, the scope should include actions, alternatives, and
impacts related to replacement of aging infrastructure due to extended TPA
schedules.

1. Scope should include replacement or life-extension of 242-A Evaporator.

2. Scope should include life-extension of the 222-8 Analytical Laboratory, or
replacement or consolidation with the Waste Treatment and Immobilization
Plant Analytical Laboratory.

3. Scope should include modifications, additions and/or life-extension of the
Effluent Treatment Facility.

4. Scope should include the impact of retrieval delays on the ability to retrieve
waste from deteriorating waste tanks with failing infrastructure.

5. Scope should include analysis of electrical, water supply, support and
transportation facilities and other general infrastructure.

TOPIC THREE: Compliance with TPA, EPA requirements and State
requirements.

1. Scope should include at least one alternative that is fully compliant with the
TPA and EPA and State requirements (¢.g., emptying the tanks to 99% and

HARB Caonsensus Adviee #1385
Subject: TC&E WM ELS
Adopted: April 7, 2006
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 1 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Detailed Comments (continued)

characterizing and remediating leaks and releases from the tank farms to the
extent practicable.) Any alternative with elements that do not meet TPA
requirements should only be presented as a "contingent.”

Scope should not include consideration of a proposed alternative to leave ten
percent of the waste in the tanks.

Scope should include identification of injury to natural resources to meet the
Natural Resource Damage Assessment requirements of CERCLA,

TOPIC FOUR: Quality Assurance.

1

The EIS preparation process should include measures to ensure no repetition of
the deficiencies and inaccuracies that the DOE Headquarters review of the
Hanford Solid Waste EIS found in the health and safety analyses, as with the
groundwater and transportation analyses. The TC&WM EIS should contain
revised health and safety analyses.

Scope should include compliance with 40 CFR 1502.24, which addresses the
DOE responsibility for oversight of methodology and scientiftc accuracy. DOE
should ensure the professional integrity and scientific integrity of discussions
and analyses in the EIS.

Scope should incorporate assumptions that reflect the minimum required
default assumptions appropriate for Eastern Washington cleanup sites,
including maximum reasonable exposure scenarios.

Scope should include a discussion of impacts which compare the health-based
cleanup and risk standards in state law for cleanup. If decisions are proposed to
leave waste or allow potential exposures which would resuit in violation of
those standards, the scope of the TC&WM EIS should outline enforceable
commitments to mitigate the impacts, and assess both alternatives for
mitigation and impacts from mitigation (e.g., Testricting use of a land area or
groundwater resource).

Scope should include analysis of cost/benefit trade-offs of supplemental
treatment (both pretreatment and immobilization) and of WTP construction,
operations, decontamination and decommissioning costs pursuant to 40 CFR
1502 .23

HAB Censensus Advice #185
Subject: TC&WM EIS
Adopted: April 7, 2006
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Attachment 1 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Detailed Comments (continued)

TOPIC FIVE: All known and reasonably foreseeable impacts to groundwater.

1. Scope should include analysis of the impact of catastrophic events such as
earthquake, fire and flood.

2. Scope should include consideration of precipitation change due to climate
changes and include impact on vegetation.

HAB Conscnsus Advice #185
Subject: TC& WM EIS
Adapted: April 7, 2006
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 2 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Previous Comments

Attachment 2: PREVIOUS BOARD COMMENTS
TOPIC ONE: Actions, alternatives and impacts for all Hanford waste sites.

1. Scope should include a comprehensive, integrated, and publicly vetted strategy
for all nuclear materials disposition for the complex to support the Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS). (Advice
#133)

2. Scope should include the cumulative impacts of all Hanford waste decisions,
related major actions, onsite and complex-wide. (Advice #133)

3. Scope should define the quantities and nature of waste in all forms proposed to
be stored, treated or disposed at Hanford {applicabie to WRAP facility, low
level burial grounds and the Central Waste Complex). (Advice #133)

4. Scope should include an inventory of how much waste will be exported.
(Advice #133)

5. Scope should include an estimate of how much new waste will be accepted.
{Advice #133)

6. Scope should include the impacts from contact-handled TRU waste retrieval.
{Advice #133)

7. Scope should include the impacts of not retrieving or shipping to WIPP all of
the post-1970 TRU waste. {Advice #133)

8. Scope should include a roadmap to locate actions, alternatives and impacts of
burial of environmental restoration waste which was excluded from HSW-EIS.
{Advice #133)

9. Scope should include the impacts of hazardous waste (¢.g. lead shielding)
buried with various forms of radicactive waste. (Advice #133)

10. Scope should include low level waste burial grounds for disposal of hazardous
or dangerous wastes including liquids, flammables and solvents. (Advice #133)

11. Scope should include releases of hazardous substances. (Advice #133)

HAB Consensus Advice #1835
Subject TC&WM FIS
Adopted: April 7, 2006
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Attachment 2 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Previous Comments (continued)

12. Scope shouid include a discussion of how DOE’s intent o change waste
classifications would change how the wastes are treated and disposed. (Advice
#140)

13. Scope should Include the analysis of Pre-treatment Plant and WTP secondary
waste streams that arise in the retrieval, treatment, and disposal of Tank Waste.
{Advice #140)

14. Scope should include the vadose zone and options for remediating the vadose
zone for all tanks/pipelines/underground equipment, and all disposal sites
{planned and unplanned) within the vadose zone. (Advice #140)

15. Scope should include reasonable alternatives including the long-term full life
cyele costs of different melter technologies and different glass formulations.
{Advice #140)

16. Scope should include retrieval from, closure and disposition of all tanks not just
SSTs and MUSTs. (Advice #140)

17. Scope should include long term effects of Yucca Mitn not receiving Hanford
immobilized HLW, e.g. building new glass waste storage buildings. {(Advice
#140)

18. Scope should include analyses carried out in sufficient depth and detail to
provide objective and quantitative comparisons of alternatives over the full
time span over which the hazards may persist, e.g. 100 yrs, 1000 yrs, 10,000 yrs
etc. (Advice #140)

19. Scope should include decisions about Hanford-only waste:
0o Whether to use an existing facility or build a new facility to treat waste.
o Whether to dispose of Hanford low-level waste (LLW), mixed low-level
waste (MLLW), and ILAW in a common facility or continue to use
separate disposal operations.
o Where such disposal facilities should be located. (Advice #148)

20. Scope should include more detail to support selection of Hanford as a
repository for DOE complex-wide disposal of LLW and MLLW. (Advice #148)

21. Scope should include the disposal of both the vitrified waste and the melters in
which the vitrified waste were processed. (Advice #148)

HAR Consensus Advice #185
Sublect: TCEWM LIS
Adopted: April 7, 2006
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 2 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Previous Comments (continued)

TOPIC TWQ:; Infrastructure

(No previous comments.)

TOPIC THREE: Compliance with TPA, EPA requirements and State
requircments.

1. Scope should adjust the No Action alternative to comply with legal and
regulatory requirements. (Advice #133)

2. Scope should incorporate EPA and State regulatory limits in analyses including
all actions and alternatives. (Advice #148)

3. Scope should include the use of tegally controlling standards from EPA and the
State of Washington for cleanup decisions or for permitting of mixed waste
facilities. DOE uses as its benchmark in the HSW EIS the DOE 25 millirem all
sources limit. This dose is not the legally controlling standard for cleanup
decisions or for permitting of mixed waste facilities. This dose is greater than
the EPA’s and State’s required regulatory risk ranges. (Advice #148)

4. Scope should include the application of either the specific EPA or MTCA
carcinogen-risk standards for radionuclides, or the State and Federal anti-
degradation standards, which are applicable to this analysis. (Advice #148)

5. Scope should include a discussion of whether the results of the modeling
indicate whether proposed actions or cumulative impacts will exceed relevant
standards or be in compliance with Federal and State laws and regulations.
{Advice #162)

6. Scope should include at least one alternative that complies with the TPA
requirements for treatment and removal of tank wastes by 2028. (Advice #164)

TOPIC FOUR: Quality Assurance.

1. Scope should include explanation of modeling and inventory assumptions.
(Advice #133)

2. Scope should include those modeling and inventory assumptions to be
consistent with known data on the movement of radioactive and hazardous
waste at Hanford, and to be consistent with site actions. {(Advice #133)

1IAB Consensus Advice #185
Subject TC&WM EIS
Adopted: April 7, 2006
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Attachment 2 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Previous Comments (continued)

3. Scope should include a true “No Action” alternative that does not import and
bury offsite-generated LLW and MLLW from DOE sites and other generators.
(Advice #133)

4. Scope should include malevolent events in the accident analysis. (Advice
#133)

5. Scope should provide consistency between SW and PEIS. (Advice #133)
6. Scope should include analyses for import of TRU waste. (Advice #133)
7. Scope should include an adequate anaiysis of cap performance. (Advice #133)

8. Scope should include more than an analysis of a single cap, assuming it meets
RCRA requirements. (Advice #133)

9. Scope should include analyses to support the assertion that use of deep lined
megatrenches is bounded by the analysis performed for shallow trenches.
{Advice #133)

10. Scope should include analysis of long term stewardship over thousands of
years. (Advice #133)

11. Scope should include a discussion of costing methods to apply to offsite
generators of waste to be buried at Hanford. (Advice #133)

12. Scope should include the use of the most recent budget and cost comparison
data. (Advice #133)

13. Scope should inciude an explanation of how DOE will handle the statement in
the 1997 Tank Waste Remediation System EIS (and its ROD) that there were
inadequate data and characterization of tank waste and soil and groundwater
contamination from leaks to consider closure in an EIS at that time. Explain
why such inadequacies have changed enough to prepare and EIS at this time.
(Advice #140)

14. Scope should include environmental impacts for the time frame necessary to
achieve peak values, e.g. 100 yrs, 1000 yrs, 10,000 yrs. (Advice #140)

15. Scope should include a life cycle cost to site closure for each of the alternatives
considered. (Advice #140)

HAR Consensus Advice #185
Subject: TCEWM EIS
Adopted: Apni 7, 2006
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 2 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington

State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Previous Comments (continued)

16. Scope should include an analysis of the curnulative impacts from all Hanford
wastes on Hanford soil, groundwater, the Columbia River, its ecosystem,
interconnected ecosystems and the people living downstream from Hanford.
(Advice #148)

17. Scope should include performance assessments for alternatives using
supplemental technologies for treatment of tank wastes resulting in
performance "as good as glass”. The summed contributions of all components
of the LAW supplemental treatment disposal package and secondary wastes
should be as good as glass preduced from the WTP LAW vitnification facility.
{Advice #148)

18. Scope should include the use of legally controlling standards from EPA and the
State of Washington for cleanup decisions or for permitting of mixed waste
facilities. DOE uses as its benchmark in the HSW EIS the DOE 25 millirem all
sources limit. This dose, however, is not the tegally controlling standard for
cleanup decisions or for permitting of mixed waste facilities. This dose is
greater than the EPA’s and State’s required regulatory risk ranges. (Advice
#148)

9. Scope should include a life-cycle cost analysis for each alternative. This
analysis is needed in order to make a reasonable selection of the appropriate
supplemental process{es) te be included in the EIS. By performing these
analyses outside of and in front of the EIS, the number of alternatives and
variables in the EIS could be significantly reduced. (Advice #140)

20. Scope should include a definition of analytical models used in the EIS. Scope
should include a discussion if these analytical models are consistent with the
professional standards or best industry practices. (Advice #162)

21. Scope should include a definition of what assumptions are made in the
documents and in the analytical models. For example:
o Are these assumptions reasonable and consistent with relevant cleanup
standards and requirements?
0 Are the assumptions consistent with reasonable maximum exposure
scenarios? {Advice #162)

TOPIC FIVE: Al known and reasonably foreseeable impacts to groundwater.

1. Scope should include impacts to groundwater and human health at the point of
compliance for waste management units. (Advice #148)

HAR Consensus Advice #185
Subject TCAWM EIS
Adopled: April 7, 2006
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Attachment 2 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Previous Comments (continued)

2. Scope should address non-degradation to ground water beyond the edge of the
waste management unit. (Advice #148)

3. Scope should show area of ground water where irreversible impact will occur.
The draft HSW-EIS improperly asserts a claim for irretrievable and irreversible
impact to an unidentified area of ground water (which may encompass the
entire Hanford site) forever, with no analysis or disclosure of how large an area
this may be, how bad the conditions may become, or how long this may persist.
(Advice #148)

4. Scope should include groundwater monitoring around burial grounds and in
vadose zone to be able to substantiate assumptions of future movement, or lack
thergof. (Advice #148)

5. Scope should include the potential impacts at the edge of, and under, the
disposal sites in the vadose zone and groundwater. (The HSW EIS analyzed the
potential impacts to groundwater at a line one kilometer away from the
proposed disposal sites. This is inadequate.) Additionally, DOE should
analyze the potential worst case impacts from overlapping releases. Future
releases from these disposals, which exceed regulatory limits, will trigger
additional cleanup requirements under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) and/or the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). (Advice #148)

6. Scope should include existing plumes of contamination in the groundwater.
Groundwater is a State resource, not a Federal resource. DOE lacks authority
to decide to all contamination of groundwater to levels that prevent future use--
--—-and “irreversible and irretrievabie commitment.” This claim should be
deleted. Both State and Federal law for environmental cleanup require the
protection of groundwater. The scope should contain a clarification that no
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of groundwater has already been
assumed or will be made as a consequence of any action addressed in the EIS.
Further, ongoing cleanup programs should continue to address historic releases
with the goal of groundwater restoration. (Advice #148)

TOPIC SIX: A clear and comprehensive public review and comment process

1. Scope should include a primer for the reader that identifics the various types of
waste, their treatment methods, and disposal requirements for each waste
classification. This EIS should contain, in language understandable to the

HAB Cunsensus Advice #185
Sulject: TCEWM HIS
Adopted: April 7, 2006
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 2 to Hanford Advisory Board to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington
State Department of Ecology, April 7, 2006 — Previous Comments (continued)

public, a listing of the specific decisions supported by this EIS and how this EIS
will be used in making those decisions. If this primer is placed on the ORP
websiie, the site should have clear directions for finding it. (Advice #144)

2. Scope should include a clear statement of the relationships between this EIS,
the previous Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) EIS and the DOE
Programmatic EIS (WMPEIS). (Advice #133 and #144)

HAB Consensus Advice #1835
Subject: TC& WM EIS
Adopred: April 7, 2006
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
ECOLOGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - June 30, 2006
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
ECOLOGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - June 30, 2006 (continued)
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Attachment 1 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to April 7, 2006, Letter
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 1 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to April 7, 2006, Letter (continued)

“Responses to Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) Advice #185 Cover Letter”

General Comments

1. Schedule: In your advice #7185, the HAB stated the concern that the timeline to develop and
issue the Tank Closure and Waste Management (TC & WM) Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) is too short.

A: Both the U S Department of Energy (DOE) and the State of Washington Department of
Ecology (Ecology) feel it is important to do this EIS correctly As stated in the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between both parties, we are working to have a final EIS by June 2008.
Tust as the HAB supported the settlement agreement and ending the lawsuit, it is important that
we complete this EIS to support treatment, disposal, and closure decisions that need to be made.
As we proceed, we will keep you updated on our progress toward that goal.

2. Waste Streams: All known existing and planned waste streams on the Hanford Site should
be included in the analysis to provide a sound foundation for cleanup decisions and remedy
selections. After credible characterization is done, the cumulative impact analysis will need to
address the impacts from policy choices and alternatives for such things as:

a) Retrieving pre-1970s and other buried and discharged wastes;
b) Contamination from High-Level nuclear waste tank leaks; and
¢) Long-term stewardship.

A: We agree that all known existing or planned waste streams should either be included in the
alternatives or the cumulative impact sections of the EIS. There are waste streams and processes
that DOE needs to make near term decisions on (in the next five to 15 years)}—these are covered
in the alternatives. For activities that have a previous National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Record of Decision (ROD), are a Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) activity, or are otherwise not ripe for decision
making, these will be included in the cumulative impacts analysis. See also the answer to # 4
related to characterization

3. Alternatives: The analyses of alternatives in the EIS, after characterization, must address
what will be done with the wastes retrieved; what are the quantities and types of wastes which
may remain, need treatment or disposal, and what are the impacts from each alternative.

A: We agree that the EIS should identify the assumptions, treatment, and disposition pathways
for waste streams in both the alternatives and cumulative impacts analyses

4. Characterization: DOE currently estimates the EIS will take two years to complete (with a
ROD issued in June, 2008) The HAB is concerned that the schedule does not allow for the
necessary characterization. While the HAB is not suggesting an open-ended characterization
project, reasonable characterization of waste sites not currently adequately characterized is
necessary to support credible analyses. The schedule for the EIS should be diiven by
characterization, data, and analysis needs, not an arbitrary timeline

Cc412
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Attachment 1 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to April 7, 2006, Letter (continued)

C—413



Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 1 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to April 7, 2006, Letter (continued)
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Attachment 2 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Detailed Comments
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 2 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Detailed Comments (continued)
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Attachment 2 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Detailed Comments (continued)
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Attachment 2 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Detailed Comments (continued)
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Attachment 2 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Detailed Comments (continued)
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Attachment 2 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Detailed Comments (continued)
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Attachment 3 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology
to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Previous Comments
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Attachment 3 to U.S. Department of Energy and Washington State Department of Ecology

to Hanford Advisory Board, June 30, 2006 — Response to Previous Comments
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
ECOLOGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - April 14, 2010

APR 14 2010

10-ESQ-096

Ms. Susan L. Leckband, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board
Enviroissues Hanford Project Office
713Jadwin Avenue, Suite 4
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Ms. Leckband:

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD (HAB) CONSENSUS ADVICE #229 TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT (TC & WM) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

Thank you for your letter regarding the comments on the TC & WM EIS. The U.S. Department
of Energy (DOE) and State of Washington Department of Ecology appreciate your thoughtful
recommendations.

Advice from the HAB is very important to our agencies. The comment period closes May 3,
2010, and the comments received from the HAB and members of the public will be considered
as we move forward.

We will issue responses to your advice and all public comments in a Comment Response
Document which will be issued with the final TC & WM EIS.

If you have any questions concerning the responses to the comments, please contact
Mary Beth Burandt, DOE TC & WM EIS National Environmental Policy Act Document
Manager, at (509) 373-9160, or Suzanne Dahl, Ecology Project Manager, (509) 372-7892.

3

@@W Séf/ulc_v 1.

Richland Operations Office Office of River Protection
U.S. Department of Energy U.S. Department of Energy

ol N &

Jane A. Hedgeés-Manager
Nuclear Waste Program
Washington State Department of Ecology

Richland Operations Office Office of River Protection State of Washington
P.O. Box 550 P.O. Box 450 Department of Lcology
Richland, Washington 99352 Richland, Washington 99352 P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, Washington 98504
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF
ECOLOGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - April 14, 2010 (continued)

Ms. Susan L. Leckband

10-ESQ-096 APR 14 2010
cc: 1. R. Triay, EM-1 U.S. Representatives (WA)

C. D. West, EM-3.2 B. Baird

C. Brennan, EM-13 N. Dicks

W. B. Mansel. EM-51 R. Hastings

D. R. Einan, EPA J. Inslee

D. A. Faulk, EPA R. Larsen

T. Sturdevant, EPA

P. Zehm, EPA

S. Hayman, Enviroissues

J. A. Hedges, Ecology

J. Manning, Ecology

D. S. Shoop, RL

Administrative Record

Environmental Portal

The Oregon and Washington
Congressional Delegations

U.S. Senators (OR)
J. Merkley
R. Wyden

U.S. Senators (WA)
M. Cantwell
P. Murray

J. McDermott

C. McMorris Rodgers
D. Reichert

A. Smith

State Senators (WA)
J. Delvin
M. Hewitt

State Representatives (WA)
L. Haler
B. Klippert

Richland Operations Office
P.O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 99352

P.O. Box 450

Office of River Protection

Richland, Washington 99352

State of Washington
Department of Ecology

P.O. Box 47600

Olympia, Washington 98504
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, AND U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY - June 8, 2012

' HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

A Site Specific Advisory Board, Chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act

US Degt of Enargy June 8, 2012
US Environmental
Protecton Agency
Detoitcoy  David Huizenga
Senior Advisor for Environmental Management
- EM-1/Forestal Building
! U.S. Department of Energy
Steve Hudson 1000 Independence Avenue
BOARD MEMBERS: Washington, D.C. 20585
Harod Hewroch Scott Samuelson, Manager
Lpoost Pirwn U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection
Thomas Carpenter P.O. Box 450 (H6-60)
s e Richland, WA 99352
Local Environment
Gene Van Liew Matt McCormick, Manager
Local Govemment U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
Pam Larsen P.O. Box 550 (A7-50)
"Fob Dot Richland, WA 99352
Jerry Peitier
Bob Adler
Bob Parks Dennis Faulk, Manager
Tkl Soverimtrent U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
John Stanfill 309 Bradley Blvd, Suite 115
Publc Heakth Richland WA 99352
ony Brooks
Howard Putier
Jane Hedges, Program Manager
m“;ﬁ Washington State Department of Ecology
3100 Port of Benton Blvd.
Nering Jon uemondt Richland, WA 99354
Bob Parazin
Bob Suyama
Wmm Re: Final Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Staterent
Sustn Locand
Paige Knight
Gerald Pollet ) .
State of Oregon Dear Messrs. Huizenga, Samuelson, McCormick and Faulk and Ms. Hedges,
Lyle Smith
Ken Niies
v ool Background:
Confederated Tribes
wm The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has recently announced that there will be no
eperient o eath preferred alternative for additional tank waste treatment in the final Tank Closure and
Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS or EIS).
Envirolasues
P docn S RECEIVED
ms.o!;oﬂ“?s:zm HAB Consensus Advice ¥ 256
Fax: (509) 942-1926 JUN 13 201 Mﬁpm:tg\:ngg
DOE-RLCC i
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, AND U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY - June 8, 2012 (continued)

Previously, DOE stated that vitrification was the preferred alternative for both high-level
and low-activity waste (LAW) in the 1997 Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) EIS
and record of decision (ROD). DOE is now indicating that waste not scheduled to be
treated in the LAW Vitrification Facility might be treated by some other process that will
be decided at some later date.

This change in direction is of great concem to the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB or
Board). It was not supported by public comment during the review of the draft TC& WM
EIS, and is not supported by the actual data in the EIS. It is also not supported by the cost
analysis in the Kosson Report’ that demonstrated the alternate approaches to treatment of
LAW are cost-equivalent.

DOE spent at least $400 million examining bulk vitrification and steam reforming. Both
technologies proved unsuccessful technically and financially. Funding, particularly for
technology development, is extremely limited. Therefore, it is the opinion of the Board that
exploration of a non-glass alternative to LAW vitrification should not be pursued.
However, a replacement for the baseline borosilicate glass matrix should be fully explored
and evaluated before beginning design of a second LAW Facility.

The Board reminds DOE that when the federal government proposes a major project, the
purpose of an EIS is to identify environmental impacts from the proposed action, and
alternatives to that action that minimize such impacts or that mitigate the environmental
damage insofar as practicable.

Advice:

. The Board advises DOE to provide the public and the Board sufficient time (90
days) to review the final EIS and have dialogue with DOE in respect to its
findings prior to DOE issuing any formal ROD based upon the EIS. One or more
public meetings should be held on this topic.

. The Board supports the State of Washington in advising DOE to select and build a
second LAW Facility. In designing this facility, the Board advises DOE to fully
explore and evaluate the use of alternative glass matrices as a replacement for the
baseline borosilicate glass in the WTP system before beginning design for the
second LAW Facility.

° The Board advises DOE to discontinue efforts to utilize bulk vitrification, cast
stone, and steam reforming as alternatives to vitrification. The analysis in the draft
EIS shows that these methods result in an adverse environmental impact, namely,

U.S. Department of Energy External Technical Report (ETR-18); November 2008

HAB Consansus Advice # 258

Adopied: June 8, 2012
Page 2
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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, WASHINGTON
STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY, AND U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY - June 8, 2012 (continued)

the release of unacceptable amounts of Technetium 99 and other contaminants to
the groundwater.

. The Board advises DOE to select alternatives for supplemental waste treatment
that result in the earliest return of the groundwater to its highest beneficial use
(drinking water standards).

e The Board advises DOE to select alternatives and make decisions for
supplemental waste treatment that comply to a strict application of all
environmental laws and regulations. Many of the alternatives analyzed in the draft
of the EIS showed contamination of groundwater at levels exceeding regulatory
and drinking water standards over thousands of years.

. The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(e)
strongly advises the lead agency in the preparation of an EIS to select a preferred
alternative in the final EIS if not the draft EIS. The Board recommends that DOE
identify a preferred alternative in the final EIS.

Sincerely,

v w) pllissd

Susan Leckband, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

This advice represents Board consensus for this specific topic. It should not be taken out of context to
extrapolate Board agreement on other subject matters.

cc:  Dana Bryson, Deputy Designated Official, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland
Operations Office
Catherine Brennan, U.S. Department of Energy, Headquarters
The Oregon and Washington Delegations

HAB Consensus Advice # 268

Adopted: June 8, 2012
Page 3
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| U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - July 26, 2012

u.s.

e

Department of Energy

s
Yo T
g

P.O. Box 450, MSIN H6-60
Richland, Washington 99352

12-HAB-0027 JUL 26 2012

Ms. S. L. Leckband, Chair

Hanford Advisory Board
Enviroissues Hanford Project Office
713 Jadwin, Suite 4

Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Ms. Leckband:

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD (HAB) JUNE 8, 2012, CONSENSUS ADVICE #256,
"FINAL TANK CLOSURE & WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT”

Thank you for your continued interest in the Tank Closure and Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS).

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of River Protection (ORP) is aware of the Board’s
concerns about not identifying a preferred alternative for supplemental waste treatment in the
TC&WM EIS. It is important that the HAB understand the Department remains committed to
the continued exploration of alternatives for vitrification of low-activity waste (LAW). As
technology improves, it is important to maintain an open and flexible attitude to finding new and
effective ways of treating Hanford’s LAW.

The advice mentioned a 90-day review of the final TC& WM EIS and a public meeting. The
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) National Environmental Policy Act Implementing
Regulation 40 CFR 1506.10 (b)(2) requires a 30-day waiting period between issuance of the
Notice of Availability on a final EIS and a Record of Decision (ROD), with some exceptions.
DOE does not anticipate a ROD on the TC&WM EIS prior to the 30-day waiting period.

As we have mentioned previously we will provide the Board briefings on the final EIS.

If you have any questions, please contact me, or Tifany Nguyen, at (509) 376-3361.

Sincerely,

b Vo

Scott L. Samuelson, Manag;
HAB:TLN Office of River Protection

Enclosure

cc w/encl: See page 2
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD - July 26, 2012
(continued)

Ms. S. L. Leckband
12-HAB-0027

cc w/encl:

C. Brennan, EM-42

D. C. Bryson, RL/ORP DDFO

D. A. Faulk, EPA

T. W. Fletcher, ORP

M. A. Gilbertson, EM-10

T. Gilley, Enviroissues

S. Hayman, Enviroissues

J. A. Hedges, Ecology

W. M. Levitan, EM-10

W. M. Linzau, DNFSB

S. S. Patel, EM-51

G. S. Podonsky, HS-1

R. G. Quirk, DNFSB

T. L. Sturdevant, Ecology

S. G. Van Camp, EM-51

M. Zhu, EM-51

Administrative Record

Environmental Portal

The Oregon and Washington
Congressional Delegations

U.S. Senators (OR)
J. Merkley

R. Wyden

U.S. Senators (WA)
M. Cantwell
P. Murray

s

U.S. Representatives (WA)
N. Dicks

R. Hastings

J. Herrera Beutler

J. Inslee

R. Larsen

J. McDermott

C. McMorris Rodgers

D. Reichert

A. Smith

State Senators (WA)
J. Delvin
M. Hewitt

State Representatives (WA)
L. Haler
B. Klippert
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Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the

Hanford Site, Richland, Washington

Enclosure to U.S. Department of Energy to Hanford Advisory Board, July 26, 2012 -
June 8, 2012, Letter

" HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD

Advising:
US Dept of Energy
US Environmental
Pratection Agency
Washington State
Dept of Ecology

CHAIR:
Susan Leckband

Fax: (508) 942-1926

A Site Specific Advisory Board, Chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act

June 8, 2012

David Huizenga

Senior Advisor for Environmental Management
EM-1/Forestal Building

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue

Washington, D.C. 20585

Scott Samuelson, Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of River Protection
P.O. Box 450 (H6-60)

Richland, WA 99352

Matt McCormick, Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations
P.0. Box 550 (A7-50)

Richland, WA 99352

Dennis Faulk, Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
309 Bradley Blvd, Suite 115

Richland WA 99352

Jane Hedges, Program Manager
Washington State Department of Ecology

3100 Port of Benton Blvd.
Richland, WA 99354

Re: Final Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Messrs. Huizenga, Samuelson, McCormick and Faulk and Ms. Hedges,
Background:
The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has recently announced that there will be no

preferred alternative for additional tank waste treatment in the final Tank Closure and
Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS or EIS).

RECEIVED
JUN 13 202 e S s
DOE-RLCC h
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Enclosure to U.S. Department of Energy to Hanford Advisory Board, July 26, 2012 -
June 8, 2012, Letter (continued)

Previously, DOE stated that vitrification was the preferred alternative for both high-level
and low-activity waste (LAW) in the 1997 Tank Waste Remediation System (TWRS) EIS
and record of decision (ROD). DOE is now indicating that waste not scheduled to be
treated in the LAW Vitrification Facility might be treated by some other process that will
be decided at some later date.

This change in direction is of great concem to the Hanford Advisory Board (HAB or
Board). It was not supported by public comment during the review of the draft TC&WM
EIS, and is not supported by the actual data in the EIS. It is also not supported by the cost
analysis in the Kosson Report’ that demonstrated the alternate approaches to treatment of
LAW are cost-equivalent.

DOE spent at least $400 million examining bulk vitrification and steam reforming. Both
technologies proved unsuccessful technically and financially. Funding, particularly for
technology development, is extremely limited. Therefore, it is the opinion of the Board that
exploration of a non-glass alternative to LAW vitrification should not be pursued.
However, a replacement for the baseline borosilicate glass matrix should be fully explored
and evaluated before beginning design of a second LAW Facility.

The Board reminds DOE that when the federal government proposes a major project, the
purpose of an EIS is to identify environmental impacts from the proposed action, and
alternatives to that action that minimize such impacts or that mitigate the environmental
damage insofar as practicable.

Advice:

. The Board advises DOE to provide the public and the Board sufficient time (90
days) to review the final EIS and have dialogue with DOE in respect to its
findings prior to DOE issuing any formal ROD based upon the EIS. One or more
public meetings should be held on this topic.

. The Board supports the State of Washington in advising DOE to select and build a
second LAW Facility. In designing this facility, the Board advises DOE to fully
explore and evaluate the use of alternative glass matrices as a replacement for the
baseline borosilicate glass in the WTP system before beginning design for the
second LAW Facility.

. The Board advises DOE to discontinue efforts to utilize bulk vitrification, cast
stone, and steam reforming as alternatives to vitrification. The analysis in the draft
EIS shows that these methods result in an adverse environmental impact, namely,

U.S. Department of Energy External Technical Report (ETR-18); November 2008

HAB Conssnsus Advice # 258
Subject TCWM EIS
Adopied: June 8, 2012

Page 2
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Enclosure to U.S. Department of Energy to Hanford Advisory Board, July 26, 2012 -
June 8, 2012, Letter (continued)

the release of unacceptable amounts of Technetium 99 and other contaminants to
the groundwater.

. The Board advises DOE to select alternatives for supplemental waste treatment
that result in the earliest return of the groundwater to its highest beneficial use
(drinking water standards).

. The Board advises DOE to select alternatives and make decisions for
supplemental waste treatment that comply to a strict application of all
environmental laws and regulations. Many of the alternatives analyzed in the draft
of the EIS showed contamination of groundwater at levels exceeding regulatory
and drinking water standards over thousands of years.

. The Council on Environmental Quality Regulations in 40 CFR 1502.14(¢)
strongly advises the lead agency in the preparation of an EIS to select a preferred
alternative in the final EIS if not the draft EIS. The Board recommends that DOE
identify a preferred alternative in the final EIS.

Sincerely,

Sovss ek bisad

Susan Leckband, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board

This advice represents Board consensus for this specific topic. It should not be taken out of context to
extrapolate Board agreement on other subject matters.

cc:  Dana Bryson, Deputy Designated Official, U.S. Department of Energy, Richland
Operations Office
Catherine Brennan, U.S. Department of Energy, Headquarters
The Oregon and Washington Delegations

HAB Consensus Advice # 258

Adopied: June 8, 2012
Page 3
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD -
August 3, 2012

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

3100 Port of Benton Blvd = Richland, WA 99354 » (509) 372-7950

August 3, 2012 12-NWP-131

Ms. Susan Leckband, Chair
Hanford Advisory Board
1933 Jadwin, Suite 4
Richland, Washington 99352

Re: Hanford Advisory Board Advice #256 — Final Tank Closure and Waste Management
Environmental Impact Statement

Reference: Letter 12-N'WP-113, dated July 18, 2012, from Jane Hedges, Ecology, to
Tracy Mustin, USDOE, “Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental
Impact Statement”

Dear Ms. Leckband:

Thank you for the Hanford Advisory Board (Board) advice on the Tank Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement (TC&WM EIS). The Department of Ecology
(Ecology) considered your comments, and our views are similar to the Board’s on this subject.
Because of this, we will limit our response to your advice directed toward Ecology.

Ecology is pleased that the Board supports our position urging the United States Department of
Energy (USDOE) to select and build a second low-activity waste (LAW) vitrification facility.
Hanford has a long history of working toward vitrification for all LAW. This effort includes
broad stakeholder support during the 1993 Hanford Tank Waste Task Force evaluations and a
commitment from USDOE in the 1997 Tank Waste Remediation System EIS. In addition, we
believe the data in the TC& WM EIS indicates that the only viable option for supplemental
treatment is another LAW vitrification facility. Ecology has shared our concerns about the
preferred alternative for supplemental treatment in the TC&WM EIS with USDOE (reference).

The Board also advised USDOE to look at other forms of glass as possible alternatives to
borosilicate in the Waste Treatment Plant system. While alternative glass forms may hold some
promise in the future, Ecology believes borosilicate glass is the most proven and protective form
for the vitrified waste. We will encourage USDOE to design facilities that support this proven
technology. It is essential that waste be removed from the aging single-shell tanks as soon as
possible and placed in the most protective waste form.

RECEIVED
AUG 07 2012
DOE-RLCC
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY TO HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD -
August 3, 2012 (continued)

Ms. Susan Leckband 12-NWP-131
August 3, 2012
Page 2

We appreciate the Board’s attention and guidance to help ensure that treatment and disposal of
the large volume of LAW destined for a Hanford landfill is protective of people and the
environment for thousands of years into the future. Along with the Board, we urge USDOE to
fulfill their obligation.

If you have questions or wish to have further discussion on this topic, please contact me at
509-372-7905 or Suzanne Dahl, Tank Waste Treatment Section Manager, at 509-539-3489.

Sincerely,

s O Nebdes

Jane A. Hedges
Program Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

cc electronic:
Helen Brownell, EPA
Dennis Faulk, EPA
Catherine Brennan, USDOE-HQ
Ken Niles, ODOE
Suzanne Dahl, Ecology

cc: Scott Samuelson, USDOE-ORP
Dana Bryson, USDOE-RL
Matt McCormick, USDOE-RL
Stuart Harris, CTUIR
Gabriel Bohnee, NPT
Russell Jim, YN
Susan Leckband, HAB
Administrative Record: TC&WM EIS
Environmental Portal
USDOE-ORP Correspondence Control
USDOE-RL Correspondence Control

C-434



Appendix C = Cooperating Agency, Consultation, and Other Interaction Documentation

C4.2 Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board Membership and Role

The Oregon legislature established the Oregon Hanford Waste Board in 1987. The name was changed by
the 2003 legislature to the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board. The board serves as the forum for policy
discussions within the state government concerning cleanup and disposal of high-level radioactive waste
in the Northwest region. The board makes policy recommendations to the governor and the legislature.
After consultation with the governor, the board may also make policy recommendations on other issues
related to Hanford, including, but not limited to, defense waste, chemical waste treatment and disposal,
and plutonium production.

The Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board shall consist of voting and advisory/nonvoting members as follows:
Voting members

Oregon Department of Energy administrator or designee

Oregon Water Resources Department director or designee

A representative of the governor

A representative of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Ten members of the public appointed by the governor, one of whom shall be a representative of a
local emergency response organization in eastern Oregon

Advisory/nonvoting members

e Three members of the Oregon Senate, appointed by the President of the Senate
e Three members of the Oregon House of Representatives, appointed by the Speaker of the House

Table C-5 provides a chronology of DOE’s interactions with the Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board during
development of the “Tank Closure EIS” and the Draft and Final TC & WM EIS.

Table C-5. Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board Outreach

Date

Subject Matter/Purpose of Interaction

Location

January 23, 2003

DOE met with Board to discuss alternatives and
“Tank Closure EIS” schedule.

Salem, Oregon

May 20, 2003

DOE met with Board.

Cascade Locks, Oregon

June 16, 2003

Board sent letter to DOE regarding the analysis of
Tc-99 removal in the “Tank Closure EIS.”

N/A

October 1, 2003

DOE met with Board to discuss status and update of
“Tank Closure EIS.”

Astoria, Oregon

November 15, 2005*

DOE and Ecology met with Board to discuss the
Draft TC & WM EIS alternatives and focus on
closure.

Dalles, Oregon

February 18-19, 2010*

DOE and Ecology met with Board to discuss the
Draft TC & EM EIS and support comment
development.

Astoria, Oregon

June 21-22, 2010

DOE met with Board to discuss status and update of
the Drafi TC & WM EIS and Board concerns.

Boardman, Oregon

* Indicates events where DOE and Ecology participated.

Key: Board=Oregon Hanford Cleanup Board; DOE=U.S. Department of Energy; Ecology=Washington State Department
of Ecology; N/A=not applicable; “Tank Closure EIS”=“Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, Treatment, and
Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington”;
Tc-99=technetium-99; TC & WM EIS=Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington.
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OREGON HANFORD CLEANUP BOARD TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY -
June 16, 2003
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